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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Mr. Rusenstzrn and Mr. B. G, Laxe had a tournament about 
the Land Transfer Act on Monday ; and as it is desirable that 
both sides should be fully heard we report specially their 
speeches in another column. When the question comes more 
immediately on the carpet, we may offer some comments on some 
of Mr. Laxe’s arguments. 





Arrention should be directed to the correspondence with the 
Colonial Office relative to the strange regulation made by the 
Canadian Minister of Customs that statutory declarations may 
be made in this country before the ident or secretary of a 
chamber of commerce, or even before any employé of an 
exporter, which we print in another column. 





Lorp Esuer’s farewell was a genuine success—a matter 
which cannot be averred of all judicial leave-takings. The Bar, 
in spite of the growls one has heard from men who did rot 

the kind of so-called ent which was alone permitt" 
when the late Master of the was in his seat, were heartily 
sorry to say farewell to the old man. The old man himself was 
in riotous spirits—as happy, he said, as a man could possibly be. 
Even on solemn occasion he could not forbear from his 
accustomed ‘‘chaff”; witness the most unsound reason he 
oe dee becoming a judge namely, that he had al 
m tac ed wo his solemn exhortation to 
serried of barristers before him to go and do likewise. 
But, in touching on pa gong on which he had acted during 
his judicial career, Esner said, in all seriousness, a great 
deal which (if, perhaps, in parts, somewhat ) may, 
nevertheless, be very profitably considered. 





Tue sum at stake in the case of Jones v. Spencer — 
; the con- 
sequences of the decision in that case may be of great im 

The extreme reluctance of the Court of Appeal, as constituted 
before the recent changes, to grant a new trial upon the ground 
that the verdict was against the weight of evidence was so well 
known that applications of this nature have diminished almost 
to vanishing point in recent years. The priociple upon which 
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such an application may be granted is well known: The court 
must be of opinion that the verdict is so unreasonable as to shew 
that the jury have not really performed the judicial duty cast 
upon them : see yer Lord Hatssury in Metropolitan Railway Co. 
v. Wright (11 App. Cas. 152). Of course, the jury are the judges 
of the facts, se it is no part of the duty of the Court of Appeal 
to review those facts and upset the verdict if it is one which might 
reasonably have been arrived at. It must, therefore, in all cases 
be an arduous task to convince a tribunal that a verdict was 
absolutely perverse and unreasonable. But where the tribunal 
is the Court of Appeal, the task has been more than arduous ; it 
has been oer Consequently, no suitor could be advised 
to attempt to interfere with an adverse and unreasonable verdict 
unless he were prepared to carry his case to the supreme tri- 
bunal. This was in most cases oe va and the result has 
been that the inflexible rule of the Lords Justices never to in- 
terfere with a verdict has exalted the British jury to a pinnacle 
of infallibility. In Jones v. Spencer the evidence on the main 
point in dispute—the state of health of a horse ona given date— 
appears to hese been conflicting ; it evidently impressed the 
members of the Court of Appeal differently, for while Lord 
Esner, M.R., and Curry, LS. refused to order a new trial, 
Lorzs, L.J., was willing todo so. The House of Lords have 
made the order unanimously. This decision cannot be without 
its effect upon the Court of Appeal, and it has come at a time 
when the changes in the composition of that court are likely to 
make it somewhat sensitive to the judgments of the Upper 
House. But although “new trials” may perhaps have been 
restored to something of their former importance, there is little 
likelihood that there will be any disposition to favour reckless 
appeals upon questions which are primd facie for the jury, and 
for them alone. 





In tHe case of Pollock v. Garle the Court of Appeal (Lixpizy, 
M.R., and Currry, L.J.) have placed a necessary limitation 
upon the generality of section 7 of the Bankers’ Books Evidence 
Act, 1879. Under the section the court may, on the application 
of any party to a legal proceeding, order that such party be at 
liberty to inspect and take copies of any entries in a banker's 
hook for the purpose of the proceedings. It might be supposed 
that the section contemplated the inspection of entries relating 
to the account of a party to the proceedings, but it is not ex- 
pressly so limited, and it leaves the door open for an application 
such as was made in Pollock vy. Garle, The action was brought 
for rescission of a contract to purchase shares on the ground 
that the vendor had made a misrepresentation as to the financial 
position of the company. Oce of the rey argent Sy alleged 
was that on a given date the company had a specified amount 
standing to its credit at its bankers. An obvious way of 
testing the truth of this assertion was to obtain an order 
for inspection of the banker’s books, and such an order 
was made by Kexewicn, J., under section 7 of the Act. 
But however convenient such a proceeding might be to the 
plaintiff, it was naturally distasteful to the company. 
who were no parties to the action. A plaintiff does not by 
merely bringing his action entitle himself to exact information 
from strangers, and whatever rights he may have at the trial, it 
would be very oppressive to give him these facilities for the 
move of preparing his case. The Bankers’ Books Evidence 

ct, however, does no more than vest a discretion in the court to 
make an order under section 7, and there is no need to exercise 
this discretion in a case where the plaintiff is secking informa- 
tion to which he is not properly entitled. So, accordingly, the 
Court of Appeal held, and reversed the order of Kexewicu, J, 
pies in very exceptional cases will an order be made under the 
rection for inspection of the account of a stranger to the action. 





Tue casz of Morley v. Carter (ante, p. 14) decided a point of 
aes importance under the fede ural Holdings Act, 1883. 


ion 7 of that Act requires a tenant claiming compensation to 
give notice in writing to his landlord of his intention to make 
such a claim “two months at least before the determination of 
the tenancy.” It frequently happens that, by the terms of his 
tenancy, or by the custom of the country, a tenant is entitled to 
give up possession of a part of his holding upon one date and 


the remainder upon a subsequent date ; in these cases the ques- _ 


tion arises, When must the notice of claim be given? Le Paul, 
Ex parte Earl of Portarlington (24 Q. B. D, 247), was a case o 
this kind; there the tenant gave a notice to quit expiring on the 
11th of October, and on that date he gave up 1,000 acres, but 
under a local custom he retained 200 acres until the 11th of 
February following, and certain barns and outbuildings until 
July. His notice of claim was served on the 29th of November 
—viz., after he had given up the 1,000 acres, but more than two 
months before he had given up either the 200 acres or the 
buildings. It was held by Lord Corermmeg, C.J., and Marnew, 
J., that the notice was in time, the words ‘ determination of the 
tenancy ” in section 7 meaning ‘‘the end of the holding of the 
land.” It is not clear from the judgments whether the decisioa 
would have been the eame if buildings only, and not agricultural 
land, had been held over for two months after the notice. In 
Black vy. Clay (1894, A. C. 368) the facts were similar; grass 
land, part of the holding, was given up at Whitsuntide, the 
arable land was held over till Martinmas and the buildings till 
the following Whitsuntide. The case arose under the Scotch 
Act (46 & 47 Vict. c. 62), section 7 of which requires notice of 
claim to be given in the same terms as are prescribed by section 
7 of the English Act already referred to, except that the period 
is four months instead of two. Here, also, a notice, given after 
the grass land had been quitted, but more than four months 
before the giving up of the arable, was held to be in time. 
Lord Warson held that ‘‘determination of the tenancy” 
referred “to the time when the tenant finally gives up posses- 
sion of the subjects which in the statute are described as his 
‘holding,’” and a “holding,” under both the Eaglish and the 
Scotch Acts, must be “either wholly agricultural or wholly 
pastoral or in part agricultural and as to the residue 
pastoral.” The same learned judge expressed serious doubts 
whether the tenant, after giving up the arable land at Martin- 
mas, remained in possession of any holding within the meaning 
of the Act; the bare possession of a barn, barnyard, and two 
cot-houses unconnected with pastoral or agricultural land 
would not, he thought, be ession of a holding. in Morley 
v. Carter the court had to deal with a case where all the land 
had been given up in February, certain farm buildings only 
being retained (under the agreement for tenancy) until May, 
and the notice of claim omg | given in the interval, but more 
than two months before the buildings were to be surrendered. 
Waricut and Kennepy, JJ., decided that the notice was out of 
time, there being no “holding” left in the poseession of the 
tenant. In so deciding they followed the dictum of Lord 
Warson to which attention has been called. It is somewhat 
strange that when these Acts were passing through Parliament 
no definite provision was made for cases such as these, which 
must have been familiar to the representatives of agricultural 
constituencies. The result of the authorities seems to be, that 
the two months’ (or in Scotland four months’) period must be 
reckoned back from the date on which the last pieco of agri- 
cultural or pastoral land is given up, but that upon that date 
the whole tenancy is determined for the purposes of the Act, 
although buildings may still be held over. It appears also 
from the two earlier cases that the claim of which notice is given 
may relate to the whole of the holding, and not merely to the 
part which is still retained. The questions involved are diffi- 
_ end will probably be considered by the Legislature before 
ong. 





In THE recent case of Shaw v. Lutman (ante, p. 34) the offt- 
considered question—namely, at what stage of the proceedings 
must an intending appellant from the decision of a county court 
request the judge to take a note—again arose. There, the 
county court judge having stopped the case as soon as the mere 
facts had been stated, and directed judgment to be entered for 
the plaintiff, the defendant’s counsel asked the judge to takea 
note, which, however, the latter declined to do, on the ground 
that the request was made too late. It was, however, held by 
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the Queen’s Bench Divisional Court (Wricut and Bavcz, JJ.) 
that the county court judge was wrong in refusing to take & 
note under the circumstances above stated. This decision is, 





we think, fully justified by the language of section 120 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which, it will be remembered, replaces 
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the provision contained in section 6 6f the County 
Courts Act, 1875, and now governs the right of = to 
the High Oourt from the county court. It is thereby pro- 


_ vided that, ‘‘at the trial or hearing of any action or matter 
'| in which there is © Yipht-of-xppeat, the judge, at the request 
|| of either party, shall make a note of any question of law 


at such trial or hearing, and of the facts in evidence in 
[| See erst, and—of- ‘his decision thereon, and of his deci- 


"gion of the action or matter.” Now, certainly, this provision 


—_—_ 


is somewhat ambiguous, as it does not state in so many words 
at what time the prescribed request must be made. It has, 
however, been held that a point of law must be raised first, and 
moreover, that, if there be more questions of law than one, the 


request to take a note must be made in res of each (Reg. v. 
ity of London ; ae : viously, the in 
the case under consideration, the defendant could not have made 


his request earlier than he did—namely, when the judge, after 
hearing the facts, directed judgment to be entered for the 

laintiff, for, till then, no question of law ap to have arisen. 

t seems to us, however, that the whole subject of when the request 
to take a note must be made should be reconsidered by the Legis- 
lature, as, save where a definite point of law arises at the outset of 
the trial, the difficulty of literally complying with section 120 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, as interpreted by the High Court 
in Reg. v. City of London Court (supra), is obviously very great. 
The statute seems to suppose that we ay of law may be stated 
at once at the trial and then a note taken of all the evidence ; 
but it is obvious that a point of law may arise in the course of 
the case, or it may arise afterwards at the very end, and when 
the evidence has all been taken (see yer Bramwett, L.J., in 
Morgan v. Rees, 25 W. R. 218, 6 Q. B. D., at &. 513). It is, 
indeed, true that, under R. 8. ©., ord. 59, r. 8, the High Court 
has power to admit any evidence or statement of what occurred 
in the county court other than the judge’s notes. This, how- 


ever, can only be done wh a note has previously 
(Cook v. 


been made at the proper-time in the county court i 

Gordon, 61 GF. Q. B. 445), and arch tows not meet the 
exigencies of appellants from the county court, who, we think, 
should be entitled, in every case above £20 at all events, to re- 
quest the judge to take a note of the evidence before any point of 
law has actually arisen, if, in the opinion of the co or 
solicitor on either side, one or more points of law are likely to 
arise, Where the parties appear in person the facts are not 
usually such as give rise to appeals, and therefore may fairly be 
left out of coaiatien, especially as in such cases the judge 
would, in the event of a doubtful point of law arising; mero 
motu suggest and facilitate an appeal if necessary. 





Ove or the most extraordinary scenes ever witnessed in a court 
of justice occurred on Tuesday last in the Assize Court at 
Northampton. The court is one of those in which the whole 
well is filled by a very large table round which counsel and 
reporters sit. A man named Bzrry was put in the dock 
charged with burglary. The substance of the indictment was 
read to him, and he had just been asked in the usual manner 
whether he was guilty or not guilty, when, with a yell, he leaped 
over the front of the dock and over two rows of counsel on to 
table, apparently making straight for the judge. He fell on 
his hands and knees, but was up in an instant with his hands to 
his trousers, some say with the intention of tearing them off, 
some say with the intention of getting something out of his 
pocket. One of the barristers present, however, sprang upon 
the table and seized the desperate man, and was joined by one or 
two of his learned friends. The strange sight was then seen for 
a short time of a couple of barristers in wigs and ee fighting 
with a prisoner on the table of the court. Of course the 
warders and police soon reached the table, and the man was 
removed, struggling violently and shrieking blasphemies. 
Wuts, J., the presiding judge, ordered the trial to be post- 
poned till the next day, and directed that the prisoner should 
then be put on his trial in fetters. Next day the ruffian was 
brought before the court, but he was so 0 that the 
learned judge ordered him to be sent below, and the trial to 
proceed in his absence. This is certainly a unusual 


Ghats ant te eet ot ee ee 
with felony must be present in court during whole of hi 


trial. Sir James , however, says, in his Digest of 
the Law of Oriminal Procedure, that t's miscon- 
ducts himself in such a manner as to make it ble to try 


him with decency, the get oom ae A has power to ofder him 
to be removed and the trial to proceed in his absence. The 
learned author states that he had never heard of a case in 
which this was actually done, but that Lord Onanworrs, when 
eee Re cm to have Rusu, — Norwich murderer, 
removed i Boys in a singularl ecent course of cross- 
examination. He also mentions a pf in which a convict at 
Portland was tried at Dorchester for brutal murder of one 
of the warders of the prison HEE, J., then sitting 
as commissioner. This behaved with such extraordi- 
nary violence that the judge had to give orders for him to be 
fastened with chains or and also (it is believed) to 
gagged, his trial eo ot even in 
case, however, was he removed the court; and probabl 
most ns will agree with Sir J. Srzruzn that, in a 
involving the ty of death or any severe punishment, 
prisoner should not be removed until every other ib 
measure has failed. In of misdemeanour, on the other 
hand, the authorities agree the accused having pleaded in 
person, the trial may proceed in his absence. There have been 
instances of this, but they are very rare. In the famous Tich- 
borne case, for example, the defendant was one taken ill in 
os course eS ee panan 

recovery, the trial meanw: proceeding in his absence. 
Probably, even in this case of mi my Soret the trial 
would have been adjourned if the defendant had objected to its 
proceeding in his absence. 


5 
PRES. 





As 1s well known, an annual capitation grant is made by the 
Government to every volunteer corps in Great Britain in respect 
of each member of the corps whp makes himself “ efficient ” 
during the year. Since, therefore, it is a serious niary loss 
to the corps for a member not to become efficient, secbably 
every corps has adopted a rule under which a volunteer who 
fails to earn the grant is bound to pay to the funds of the corps 
& sum equal to that which he ought to have earned. There has, 
however, been a considerable difficulty_in recovering these 
sums, The rule p to be made under section 24 of the 
Volunteer Act, 1863, which provides that, subject to certain 

uirements, “the officers and volunteers belonging to a 
volunteer corps may from time to time make rules for the man- 
agement of the , finances, and civil affairs of the 
corps.” By section 27 it is enacted that “if any person 
belonging, or having belonged, to a volunteer corps neglects 

to pay an — - + + due under the rules of such 
sand actually payable by him, or to pay any fine incurred 
by under the rules of such corps, such money or fine shall ” 
be recoverable in a su manner before justices. In Reg. 
v. Lewis and Moss (1896, 1 Q. B. 665), however, the Lop 
Onter Justice and Wricnt, J., held that there 
under section 24 to make such a rule, as it was not 
the management of the , finances, or civil affairs of the 
corps. anges gt ce ws ae, serious matter for 
many corps, an ingly the unteer Act, 1897, 
passed, w cans ‘Sake ed last A In order to 
remove doubts, it is declared by that that the power 
to make rules under section 24 of the Volunteer Act “shall 
extend, and be deemed 
securing the efficiency 
@ fine for the breach 


oo 


recoverable on 





very 
course; probably unprecedented. Almost all the authorities 
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selves on the ground that they had resigned before the year in 
question had begun, but they were in several cases surprised to 
tind that these resignations were not good. It is well for every 
volunteer to remember that, under section 7 of the Volunteer 
Act, 1863, he can only quit the service after giving his com- 
manding officer fourteen days’ notice in writing of his intention, 
delivering up all arms, &c., issued to him which are the pro- 
perty of the corps, and paying all money due by him under the 
rules of his corps. Farther, it should be noticed that these 
aums payable because of failure to become efficient are recover- 
able under the Act of this year as a civil debt by complaint, 
and not by information. 





A CORRESPONDENT calls our attention to the recent case of 
Clarke v. M‘Zurk (reported in the Zimes of the 9th inst.), in 
which Bicuam, J., decided, on the authority of Willson v. Love 
(44 W. R. 450; 1896, 1 Q. B, 626), that a sum specified in an 
agreement to be recoverable as liquidated damages was in fact 
to be treated as a penalty; and he suggests that Willson v. Love 
does not really support the decision. Possibily, however, our 
correspondent has not noticed that the sum was stated to be 
recoverable, not only in the event of a breach of the stipulation 
which was in question in the case, but also of any of the stipu- 
lations of the agreement on the part of the plaintiff to be 
performed ; and it is probable—though the report of the case, 
which is very short, does not shew this—that such stipulations 
were of varying degrees of importance. If so, the authority of 
Willson v. Love seems to be exactly in point, and the sum was 
rightly treated as a penalty. The plaintiff in Clarke v. M' Turk 
had been in the employ of the defendant as instructor in the 
defendant’s school of fencing, under an agreement which con- 
tained a clause restraining the plaintiff from competing with the 
defendant after he had left his employment. For the perform- 
ance of this clause and all the other provisions of the agreement on 
the part of the plaintiff, the plaintiff bound himself in the sum 
of £1,000 to be recoverable as liquidated and ascertained 
damages, and not asa penalty. The plaintiff left the defendant 
and started a fencing school of his own within the prohibited 
limits, and on his suing for arrears of salary, the defendant 
counter-claimed for £1,000 as payable upon breach of the clause 
against competition. 





Hap the sum mentioned in the agreement in Clarke v. M’ Turk 

I been reserved solely upon a breach of the clause against com- 
petition, it seems clear that it could have been recovered as 
(liquidated damages. In respect of a breach of a stipulation the 
damages upon which are of an uncertain amount, there is 
nothing illegal or unreasonable in the parties, by their mutual 
agreement, settling the amount of damages at any sum upon 
which they may agree (per Trxpat, O.J., in Kemble vy. Farreny; 
wut to 6 bress of a stipulation against competition in trade, 
the parties may consequently fix the damages at £1,000 or any 
other sum they choose. With this rule we do not suppose Mr. 
Justice Bicnam intended at all to interfere. But in spite of the 
sound principle laid down by Jzsszt, M.R., in Wallis v. Smith 
(21 Ch. D., p. 266), that the courts of law ought not to overrule 
any clearly-expressed intention on the — that the judges 
know the business of the parties better than the parties know it 
themselves, certain exceptions have been allowed, and one is 
that where the same sum is reserved as damages for the breach 
of several stipulations of varying degrees of importance, such 
sum is to be treated as a penalty, As to the extent to which 
the a must vary, the cases differ. It would seem 
from Wallis v. Smith that for the sum named to be turned 
into a penalty, some of the stipulations upon a breach of 
which it is made payable must be of only trivial importance. 
So in Lord Elphinstone vy. Monkland Iron Co. (11 App. Cas., 
at p. 342) Lord Watson speaks of ‘events, some of which 
may occasion serious, and others but trifling, damage.” But 
in Willson v. Love Lord Esner, M.R., interpreted these words as 
equivalent to ‘some = may occasion serious, and others 
/ \cas sezious, damage,” and according to this lastcase the sum 


“ ementioned is to De treated as a penalty wherever there is a 


substantial difference between the various stipulations. There 








@ single sum of £3 was reserved asan additional rent for e 

ton of hay or straw sold away from the demised premises, 

since there was a difference of 4s. or 5s. per ton in the manur. 
able value of hay and straw, it was held that the damages for 
breach of either part of the stipulation were substantially 
different, and hence the additional rent was a penalty. Pro- 
bably a similar difference existed between the stipulations con- 
tained in the agreement in Clarke v. M’ Turk. 
of escaping from liquidated damages is to find a stipulation 
involving the payment of a fixed sum less than the amount of 
the damages. Whether this occurs by itself or as one of a 
bundle of stipulations, it at once turns the damages into a 
penalty ( Wallis v. Smith, 21 OC. D. 256), Butin drawing an 
agreement it is perfectly safe to insert a sum as liquidated 


damages, provided it applies only to the breach of a single 
stipulation the damages upon which are in their nature not 
ascertainable. 








THE REAL REPRESENTATIVE. 
I, 


Wirnovr calling in question the principle involved in the con- 
stitution of a real representative, some remarks with regard toa 
few of the difficulties arising on Part I. of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, which comes in force after the 3ist of December 
next, may be of service to the practitioner. 

We must confess to a feeling of great surprise that a reform 
involving such far-reaching results, and affecting the general 


Nov. 20, 1897. | 
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law as well as the practice at the Land Registry, was not effected _ 


in a form less open to grave objections and doubts than that 
embodied in the Act of this year. 

Because no objection was taken to the form of the correspond- 
ing clauses in the Land Transfer Bill of 1895 in the Select 


Committee of the House of Commons of that year, it seems to | 


have been considered that the clauses might be left to take care 
of themselves. It will be observed, however, that the expert 
witnesses who were examined before that committee confined 
their attention to the practical working of the register, and at 
_ gave a general assent to the principle underlying these 
clauses. 

The sections in the Act of this year relating to the real 
representative have been taken, almost verbatim, from clauses 
72 and 74 of the Bill of 1888. At that time it was proposed to 
assimilate the devolution of the beneficial interest in land on 
death to that of personal estate. In the Act of 1897, however, 
the beneficial rights of the heir-at-law are, it seems, intended to 
remain unchanged. 

Now, it may be fairly predicted that many of the difficulties 
to which these sections give rise would never have appeared had 
this change in policy been borne in mind, and the use of 
scissors and paste had been tempered with a little mor 
discretion. 

The marginal note to section 1, ‘‘ Devolution of gal interest 
in real estate on death ” had, when used in the Bill of 1888, 
some meaning, inasmuch as the next clause related to the 
‘* succession to beneficial interest in real estate on intestacy,” but 
the note is now merely misleading. 

Again, there might be some excuse for making real estate 
vest in the personal representative, when the beneficial interest 
was, on an intestacy, to devolve as nalty. 

We must not, however, be understood as im the 
decision to leave to the heir his beneficial rights; we have 
reason to believe that the cases where injustice is done by 
permitting the heir to take are now very rare, whereas the im- 
convenience of splitting up the real estate between the statu 


tory next-of-kin, particularly where the property is not ripe for 


sale, is obvious ; at the same time it must be admitted that the 
creation of a real representative smooths away the principal 
difficulties. 

Next, to consider the construction of the Act, section 1 (1) is 
as follows : 

1. (1) Where real estate is vested in any person without a right in any 
other person to take by survivorship, it shall, on his death, notwithstand- 
ing any testamentary disposition, devolve to and become vested in his 

rsonal representatives or representative from time to time as if it wem® 
a chattel real vesting in them or him. 
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Contingent Interests—‘ Where real estate is vested.” This 
expression is ambiguous; can a contingent interest in real 
estate be said to be vested in anyone? Challis, 2nd ed., 

. 64 et seq.). Suppose the condition which must be fulfilled 

ore A. takes an estate in fee is fulfilled after A.’s death, does 
the land pass to A.’s personal representatives? But see Good- 
eve, R. P. 4th ed. p. 240 note (0). 

Estates tail or for life. An estate tail and an estate for life 
may be said to be vested in a person so that on the death of a 
tenant in tail or for life the fee simple may, under the section, 

to the personal representative. This may bea very desir- 
able reform if properly carried out, as, for instance, in the Con- 
veyancing Bill put forward by the Incorporated Law Society 
during last session, but the absence of any proper machinery to 
give effect to it points irresistibly to the conclusion that it could 
not have been intended. 

Moreover, the words, ‘‘ notwithstanding any testamentary 
disposition,” might lead one to suppose that the section was 
directed only to those cases where the deceased had power to 
dispose of the real estate by will, but if the construction placed 
by the Court of Appeal on a similar phrase (see Re Scott and -Al- 
vares’s Contract, 1895, 2 Ch. at pp. 611-612) is followed, these 
words must not be taken as cutting down the scope of the section. 

Remaindermen.—Again, where an estate in remainder is vested, 
does the estate in remainder pass on the death of the re- 
mainderman ? 

Trust and Mortgage Estates—In the Bill as originally drawn, 
section 30 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, 
was to be repealed. This was, we think, rightly struck out, par- 
ticularly having regard to the fact that this Act does not apply 
to the equitable interest in copyholds, but room for doubt is still 
left as to whether such trust and mortgage estates as are “real 
estate which is vested in a person without a right of any other 

n to take by survivorship,” do not in fact devolve under 
this section. If they do, then the absence of any provision 
making the personal representatives heirs and assigns within 
the meaning of trusts and powers, will—for instance, where a 
power of sale is given to A. (a trustee) and his heirs, and A. 
dies—render it necessary either to appoint a new trustee or to 
join the heir of A. with his personal representatives in order to 
make a title; the power in fact would not devolve on them 
though the estate did (see Re Morton § Hallett, 15 Ch. D. 143.) 

Right of survivorship.—The words “ without a right in any 
other person to take by survivorship”’ prevent the estate of a 
joint tenant or a tenant by entireties from passing to the 
personal ee but can have no bearing on the question 
as to whether life estates or estates tail are affected by the 
section. 

Settled land which is registered—On the death of a tenant for 
life of land which is registered in his name after 1897 (see 
section 6 (8) of the Land Transfer Act, 1897), and assuming that 
unregistered land does not pass on the death of a tenant for 
life under section 1, then nothing passes to his personal re- 
presentatives. Where, however, the land is registered in his 
name before 1898, it is not clear what will happen. 

It may be that (see Land Transfer Act, 1875, ss. 7 and 8) the 
fee simple is, on registration with an absolute or possessory 
title, vested, in this case, in the tenant for life, subject to the 
incumbrances, if any, paramount to the settlement; the rights 
of remaindermen and other persons claiming under the settle- 
ment being left to take effect as mere unregistered equities. If 
this is so, then the fee simple will, on the death of the tenant 
for life, vest in his personal representatives, who will, if required, 
transfer, by the direction of the trustees of the settlement, to the 
person next entitled, and he will accordingly be registered, with 
or without restrictions, as the state of the title may require. 
An actual transfer or conveyance, except to get in the legal 
—_ "ar however, be necessary (see Land Transfer Act, 

, 8. 6 (4)). 

The question, however, seems to depend on whether section 
6 (8) does or does not operate to divest the fee, if any, acquired 
by a tenant for life before 1898. Possibly, with a view to 
create uniformity of practice, that sub-section, though it con- 
tains no express provision as to divesting, may be held to have 
that effect, subject, of course, to any intermediate dealings by the 


Sufficient has now been said with reference to the first sub- 
section of the new Act to shew that, even in everyday matters, 
doubts must necessarily arise which cannot well be dis of 
without the assistance of the courts, Even viewed from the 
standpoint of registration, the sub-section is far from faultless, 
and we confidently submit that the interests of registration have 
not been well served by rendering it impossible for practitioners 
» advise definitely on really elementary points of the general 

w. 
Now to consider sub-section 4, which runs thus: 

** (4) The expression ‘ real estate’ in this part of this Act shall not be » 
deemed to include land of copyhold tenure or customary freehold in any 
case in which an admission or any act by the lord of the manor is neces- 
sary to perfect the title of a purchaser from the customary tenant.’’ 

This, it will be observed, is the only definition of “ real 
estate,’”’ and it is a negative one. 

We raise no objection to the exclusion of copyholds; that 
seems to be in accordance with the present policy of the law, 
with a view to oncourage enfranchisement; and we venture to 
think that copyholders will be well pleased, at any rate for the 
present, with the exclusion. But what is the meaning of ‘‘ real 
estate ’’? 

Estate pur autre vie.—-Au estate for the life of another person, 
where the heir is special occupant, is not strictly ‘‘ real estate,” 
so that it may still pass to the heir or devisee, except where it is 
a trust or mortgage estate. 

Right of re-entry.— Whether a right of re-entry for condition 
broken or otherwise, and the interest under a covenant to invest 
money in the purchase of land, are within the section, must at 
least be doubtful. 

Personal inheritance-—Where, for iustance, an annuity is 
limited to A. and his heirs, this is a hereditament within 
section 30 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, 
but, though it ought to be made to pass to the real representa- 
tive, it clearly does not. 

Chattels real—As ‘real estate” is to vest as if it were a 
chattel real, it seems that the expression cannot here include 
chattels real. These devolve, therefore, on the personal repre- 
sentative under the existing law. 

We muy now proceed to consider the section as a whole. 

It will be a matter for surprise that, although Part I. of the 
Act is headed ‘‘ Establishment of a Real Representative,” the 
section does not even enable the appointment of one, but makes 
the personal representative in that character real representative, 
and constitutes him real representative where there is no per- 
sonalty, and where he cannot. properly be personal representa- 
tive: see Re Parker’s Trusts (1894, 1 Ch. 707, 722); also Roll v. 
Osborne (Hobart’s Reports, 3rd ed., p. 25). 

One result is that there cannot be a real representative apart 
from the personal representative. This is most inconvenient. 
Thus a testator may wish to leave all his personal estate to his 
wife and appoint her executrix, and to leave his land to trustees 
on trust. He cannot make his wife executrix without vesting 
the land in her, and he cannot vest the land in the trustees 
without making them joint executors with his wife. 

Another result is that, when real representatives convey, and 
proper covenants for title are to be implied, the real representa- 
tives will have to convey as nal re tatives ; surely the 
executors of the real estate should in that character have 
called real representatives and should have been enabled to 
convey as such ? 

It may be taken, then, that the operation of this section is so 
obscure, except perhaps where a person dies who was solely en- 
titled to freehold land for an estate in fee simple in possession, 
that the profession may, it is hoped, look forward with some 
confidence to its re and re-enactment in an improved form 
at an early date. 








Jumping to conclusions, says the Globe, is a mischievous habit. A little 
while ago a certain case in which Irish bacon-curers were interested were 
adjourned sine die in consequence of the illness of counsel. Some Irish- 
men present, linking ‘‘ illness’? and “‘ die,’”’ at once to Belfast 
that the counsel was dead. Yesterday the counsel, in applying for a new 
hearing, had to explain that he was not dead; which must always be an 
todo. The incident recalls the Indian barrister who 





heir or devisee of the tenant for life, 


em) thing 
threatened t at he would now proceed to ‘‘ expose the cwi bone in all its 


naked horror 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


STATUTORY DECLARATIONS AS TO GOODS UNDER THE 
CANADIAN REGULATIONS UNDER THE CUSTOMS TARIFF, 


1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—By the enclosed copy of correspondence it would appear that 
the Dominion of Canada, acting by the Minister of Customs, can 
authorize declarations to be made and subscribed in England 
relating to goods exported from England, before persons not other- 
wise authorized to take declarations. This would seem to call for 
comment. Gro. L. WINGATE. 

8}, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, E.C., Nov. 15. 


The following correspondence is enclosed : 


84, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, London, E.C., 
2nd November, 1897. 
Sir,—In July, 1897, the Canadian Minister of Customs made 
tions under the Customs Tariff, 1897. That: 
ersons entering goods under the Canadian Reciprocal Tariff of 
1897 should furnish an invoice of the articles, with a declaration 
annexed thereto from the exporter made before a commissioner for 
taking oaths, and among others the secretary of a chamber of com- 
merce, as to oe and value of the articles in the form then pre- 
scribed, which form states the declaration is to be ‘‘ subscribed and 
declared ” in the usual way. 

I drew the attention of the Commissioner of Customs to the fact 
that declarations in this country can only be made before notaries, 
justices of the peace, and commissioners for oaths, properly ap- 
pointed, and that treasurers and secretaries of a chamber of commerce 
were not as such so authorized. . 

I learn now that the High Commissioner of Canada has received a 
telegraphic intimation from the Minister of Customs that exporters 
— make declarations of the origin of goods before any witness, 
such as an employee of the exporter. 

I submit that the Canadian authorities have no right to authorize 
‘* any witness” to take declarations in this country, even when such 
“—7 be acted ng a in Canada. ie Pr 

a declaration be required upon which perjury co assigned, 
then the same ought only to be made before a proper officer duly 
authorized. If a certificate under hand only is to suffice, then the 
document should not be ‘‘ declared, &c.” 

I think this is of sufficient importance for the proper department 
of the Colonial Office to inquire into and take the necessary steps to 








protect those officers who are 
—I am, sir, your obedient servant, 
(8d.) Gzo. L. WuavGaTE, Solicitor and Commissioner for Oaths. 
To The Right Hon. Joseph Chamberlain, M.P., H.M. Secretary of 
State for the Colonies, Downing-street, 8. W. 


Downing-street, 11th November, 1897. 

Sir,—I am directed by Mr. Secretary Chamberlain to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter of the 2nd inst. in which you call attention 
to the fact that the regulations made by the Canadian Minister of 
Customs under the Dominion Tariff Law, 1897, allow declarations of 
origin to be made before persons other than notaries, justices of the 
peace, and commissioners for oaths. 

In reply, I am to inform you that the matter is one in which Mr, 
Chamberlain is unable to interfere, as the Dominion Government 
must be allowed to exercise its own discretion as to the nature of the 
regulations which it may consider necessary for securing the proper 
observance of the provisions of the Tariff Law.—I am, sir, your 
obedient servant, (Sd.) Jonn BRAMston, 

G. L. Wingate, Esq. 





DESCRIPTION OF WITNESS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Knowing the great interest which you take in all matters 
legal, I should like to draw your attention to a case which in my 
experience is absolutely unique in the attestation of legal docu- 
ments. ° 

Readers of your able journal are well aware of the care which is 
always exercised by solicitors and their clerks, when sending docu- 
ments by post to their clients, to explain fully what is necessary to be 
done to perfect the execution of the deed. 

A conveyance has recently come into my eo and the attest- 
ing witness to the grantor’s execution is a lady. She was doubtless 
instructed to ‘‘ sign her name and add her address and description” in 
an indicated spot. The name and address apparently gave the lady- 
witness no trouble—any member of the fair sex can write her name 
and address. 

But the description! That must have puzzled her. ‘‘ Complexion 
fair, eyes blue, hair dark brown” are the words by which the 
bewildered lady described herself in the deed of conveyance ! 

Curiously enough she did not add her age—that was evidently 
indescribable in one of the fair sex. CHARLES J, Fox. 

7, Gt. St. Thomas Apostle, E.C., Nov. 17. 





FEE OF PROFESSIONAL WITNESS. 
[To the Editor of ‘the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Last sittings a professional witness was served with a subpoena 
and a fee of £1 1s. paid him. The case will not now be reached until 
next sittings, Is he entitled to a further £1 1s. fee? 

He does not wish to put the parties subpcening him to the expense 
of a fresh subpoena, but con that he is entitled to the £1 1s. paid 
last sittings for expenses in watching the case. 

Can you tell me what the law is upon the subject ? 

London, E.C., Nov. 17. MARK LANE. 


[Fechepe some of our readers can give some authority, as we have 
not found any. By the light of nature, one would suppose that if 
the witness was required to be actually present in court fast sittings 
he would be entitled to the £1 1s. for his loss of time; and a further 
fee would be payable in respect of his next attendance. Otherwise 
he does not appear to have yet earned his guinea.—ED, S.J. ] 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.]} 


Sir,—Mr, J. M. Lely, in the letter to the Times, which is repro- 
duced in your issue of the 13th inst., p. 35, does not quite carry the 
point to its logical conclusion. 

Compulsory registration can be applied only to a ‘‘ county ” or part 
of a county as defined by the Government Act, 1888; there is 
no positive definition of ‘‘county”’ in such Act; therefore compul- 
sory registration cannot be applied at all ! Q. E. D. 








Mr. Upjohn, Q.C. (one of the recently-created Chancery silks), has 
elected to practise permanently in the court of Mr. Justice Stirling. 

Mr. Baron Pollock, having lost his voice, was unable to sit at Chelms- 
ford Assizes on Monday. His place was taken by Mr. Justice Channel. 


Nov. 20, 1897. © 
aay authorized to take declarations, — 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


J. 8. FIELDING & CO. (LIM.) v. CORRY AND OTHERS. No. 1. 
13th Nov. 


Bu or Excuance—Norice or Disnonovrn—Brmis or Excuanesz Acr, 
1882, s. 49, sun-sections 12, 13. 


This was an —— for judgment in an action tried before Ridley, 
J., anda jury. e plaintiffs sued as indorsees and holders of a bill of 
exchange for £120, dated the 7th of July, 1894. One of the defendants, 
Mrs. L. E. Edwards, was sued as the indorser of the bill to the plaintiffs. 
Mrs. Edwards’s defence was that she had no due notice of the onour 
of the bill. Shortly before the bill matured the tiffs handed it to 
their bankers, the Cardiff branch of the County of Gloucester Bank, in 
order that it might be sent up to London and presented at the National 
Provincial Bank of England, at which bark it was payable. The Cardiff 
branch of the County of Gloucester Bank forwarded it to their agents, 
the London and Westminster Bank, by whom it was duly —— on 
Saturday, the 10th of November, 1894. The bill ha been dishonoured, 
the London and Westminster Bank gave notice of mour on Monday, 
the 12th of November, to the County of Gloucester Bank, but by mis 
they addressed the notice to the Cirencester branch of that bank, and not 
to the Cardiff branch. On the next morning, having found out their 
mistake, they sent notice of dishonour by telegraph to the Oardiff branch. 
It appeared that the Cardiff branch duly gave notice to the plaintiffs, 
and the plaintiffs duly gave notice to the defendant. The defendant, 
however, contended that she was entitled to rely on — to comply 
with the requirements of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, with to 
any link in the chain of nctices, and that the London and Westminster 
Bank had not given notice to their Bey in accordance with those 
requirements. Section 49 of the Bills of Exchange Act, dealing with 
notice of dishonour, provides as follows: ‘‘ (12) The notice may be given 
as soon as the bill is dishonoured, and must be given within a reasonable time 
thereafter. In the absence of special circumstances notice is not deemed to 
have been given within a reasonable time unless . . . (4) where the person 
giving and the person to receive the notice reside in t places, the 
notice is sent off on the day after the dishonour of the bill, if there be a 
at a convenient hour on that day, and if there be no such post on that day, 
then by the next post thereafter. (13) Where a bill when dishonoured is 
in the hands of an agent, he may either himself give notice to the parties 
liable on the bill, or he may give notice to his principal. If he give notice 
to his principal he must do so within the same as if he were the 
holder, and the principal, upon receipt of such notice, has himself the 
same time for giving notice as if the agent had been an independent 
holder. (14) Where a pone to a bill ves due notice of dishonour, he 
has, after the receipt of such notice, the same period of time for giving 
notice to antecedent parties that the holder has after the dishonour.” 
Ridley, J., thought the requirements of the statute had been sufficiently 
complied with, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendant 


appealed. 
uE Court (A. L. Surru and Riesy, L.JJ., Corie, L.J., diseenting), 
dismiseed the appeal. : 

A. L. Saurrn, L.J., said the person to give notice in this case was the 
London and Westminster Bank, and they gave notice to the right per- 
sons—viz., the County of Gloucester Bank, on the proper day, but the 
addressed that notice to the Cirencester branch instead of to the Cardiff 
branch. They found out their error in time to enable them to send notice 
by a telegram on the next day, and that telegram.was received by the 
Cardiff branch as soon as a letter 

received. Hethougne that the sending of the noti 
ed as one continuing act, and that the first mistake in ess did 
not avail the defendant. In his opinion, therefore, the judgment of 
Ridley, J., ought to stand. 

Riesy, L.J., concurred. 

Cours, L.J., thought that the different branches of a bank ought not 
to be treated as one and the same person, but as different 
purpose of receiving notice of dishonour of a bill of e 
opinion, therefore, the first notice was sent to a wrong person, 
not be relied on at all. And the notice b ane was clearly 
we ne mendieactnnenirs a pane the Act. e whole of the law as té notice 

dishonour was technical and arbitrary, but it seemed to him that the 
defendant had shewn a break in the chain of notices, of which she was en- 
titled to avail herself.—Counset, Woodfin; Ashton Cross and R. Edmondson. 
Sonscrrors, G. J. Brocklesby ; Windybank, Samuel, & Behrend. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 
TOWNEND v. KIRKHAM. No.1. 15th Nov. 


Practice—Jvrispicrion or District Recistran—Orp. 35, gr. I, 5, 6. 


This was an appeal from an order of Day, J., at chambers. The action 
was commen in the District Registry of Manchester. The defendant 


having made default in a ce, the plaintiff signed judgment. On 
the application of the “Aetendmnt, the S aashians emeinaicaaiinaaie 
ting aside the judgment on the gro at it had been entere: 
larger Sum-than-was Teally due to tl - On 

sid 3 e-distri egistrar on the ground 
without j The defendant appealed. The case of Hood ¢ Sons 
v. Yates 1894, 1 Q. B. 240) was cited. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surru, Ricsy, and Corts, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
They thought that, notwithstanding rule 1 of order 35 spoke of proceed- 
ings being taken in a district registry down to final judgment, yet on the 
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had 


[Reported by F. G. Rocks, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LAND AND manne 2A : 


AFRICAN 
CO. {LIM.) No. 2. 10th Nov. 


Company — Directors — Quatirroation —CasvaL Vacancy—QOatis on 
Suarnes—Invairry. 


Appel of Ge Claes Ole See. See pam te sete at 
Ridley, J. (sitting as Vacation J ), who granted an injunction res- 
training the defendant company, and the three other defendants, Thomas 
Thompson, A. B. Nielsen, , E. G. Sanders, until ewes Se 
, OF or any 


action or further order, from f 
portion of the shares held by the and the other shareholders in 
or allotting, or other 


the company, and from 
such shares, or any of 
recover the amount of the alleged call of 
been made, or 

Nielsen, and \ 

money in their hands, or 

making mes call was all A 

director urported 

ceased to hold any shares from 

had never been formally re-elected 
qualification. Further objection 

to be an undischarged bankru 

therefore vacated his seat on the 

article 90 of the articles of associati 


/ 


aps. iy he to hold 
him for office.”” Article 105: 
shall be a quorum.” Article 114: done 
directors, or of a committee of directors, or by any 
director, shall, notwithstanding that it shall be afterwards discovered that 
there was some defect in the appointment of such directors or 
acting as aforesaid, or that they, or any of them, were 
wees 00 & oveny each SER Se ey ee was qualified 
» @ director.’’ 


L.JJ.) allowed 
Layviey, M.R., 
examined, were 


omy eg wee 
ford died on the 13th April, 
director in his under an 
tment, subject to the point 
was a casual vacancy which 
fill. There was a meeting of 
then retired and was re-elected. 
a director did not apply to the facts 
it appeared to his lordship to be 
if the somn, Cees 
to Griffiths, who in 
remained a -qualified 
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Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and Stewart Smith. Souicrrors, Burgoyne, Watts, § 
Co. ; Wyatt, Digby, § Co. 
[Reported by W. Saaticross Goppanrp, Barrister-at-I_aw.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
MUDDOCK v. BLACKWOOD. Kekewich, J. 16th Nov. 


Copyricut—InvRinGEMENT— ACTION ON THE Case—AcTion or DetInuE— 
Action or Trovsr—Insunction, Detivery ur, AND Damaces—Cory- 
nicut Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45), ss. 15 ann 23. 

This was an action by the ——_ proprietor of the copyright in and 
author of a work called ‘‘A Wingless Angel” against the defendants, 
who were publishers, claiming an injunction restraining them from pub- 
lisbing reprints of the pluintiff’s work, delivery up of all copies in the 
defendants’ possession, an account of profits made by the defendants by 
ihe infringement, or alternatively damages in respect of the infringement 
with an inquiry as to the amount thereof, £250 damages for conversion as 
in an action of trover, and costs. Two actions had been begun originally, 
one in the Chancery Division claiming an injunction, an account, and 
delivery up; the other in the Queen’s Bench Division claiming damages 
under section 23 of the Copyright Act, 1842, for wrongful conversion of 
copies of the book unlawfully printed without the plaintiff's consent. The 
latter action was transferred to the Chancery Division, and the two actions 
were subsequently consolidated ; the claim in the consolidated action being 
as first above mentioned. The defendants had bought the stereotyped 
plates of the work at a public auction in 1886 and had used them without 
complaint until 1896. ‘he plaintiff had not published the book since 
1875. Prior to the Queen's Bench action the defendants had offered to 
submit to an injunction, to pay £10 as damages, to deliver up their copies 
of the book and pay the costs, but the plaintiff had refused the offer. 
Counsel for the plaintiff relied upon section 23 of the Copyright Act, 1842, 
and submitted that the remedies given by it were not alternative, and 
that he could sue both in detinue and trover. On behalf of the defendants 
it was argued that the remedies were alternative and that section 23 was 
inconsist-nt with section 15, which rendered the offender liable to a special 
action on the case, which was the proper remedy in the present instance, 
and the following cases were referred fo: Pike v. Nicholas (18 W. R. 321, 
5 Ch. 251), Colburn v. Simms (2 Hare 543), Delfe v. Delamoite (3K. & J. 
581). 

Kexewicu, J., said it was strange that in the year 1897 he should be 
called upon for the first time to say what was the meaning of section 23 
of the Copyright Act, 1842, and whether the remedy given by that section 
was inconsistent with the remedy given by ecection 15 of the same Act. 
There did not appear, however, to be any decision upon the question. 
Two points had been raised. The first was that as section 15 gave the 

| proprietor a special action on the case, that was the remedy which he was 
| utended to pursue except so far as his remedies at law were not inter- 
fered with, and that, therefore, the 23rd section, which gives certain 
tights of action, must be construed as meaning something entirely 
different ; that the offender under section 23 was a differeut person from 
jthe offender under section 15—in other words, that section 15 contem- 
lated a pereon who had “‘ unlawfully printed or imported,’’ while section 

3 contemplated a person who was the accidental possessor of an infring- 

ing book. This certainly was a possible view, but the language of the two 
sections was not so clear as to compel his lordship to adopt it, and he 
therefore did not hold that because, under the 15th section, the plaintiff 
hed an action on tie case, therefore he could not sue under the 23rd 
section. Then the next point was this: the proprietor was entitled 
under section 23, after demand in writing, to sue for and recover the 
infringing books, or damages for the detention thereof, in an action of 
detinue from any party who should detain the same, or to sue for and 
recover damages for the conversion thereof in an action of trover. It was 
argued that the remedies under this cection were alternative, and that the 
pluiatiff must sue either in detinue or in trover, not in both. In his lord- 
sbip’s opinion that was not so; it would be an extremely narrow con- 
struction of the Act to hold that the proprietor of the copyright in a book, 
knowing thata man bad a certain number of copies in his hands and that 
he had sold other copies, could not sue that person in detinue for the 
copies. detained, and also in trover for the copies converted to his own 
use.. This seemed plain from the Act itself, and his lordship did not tee 
why the plaintiff should not have the two claims—viz., for detinue and 
trover—and he might also be said to have been exercising his right to an 
action on the case by his proceedings in the Chancery Division. In his 
lordabip's opinion the plaintiff was entitled to an injunction, delivery up 
a) as in an action of detinue, and damages as in an action of trover 


Richardson § Goring Thomas. 
[Reported by R. J. A. Mornisox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


RALEIGH ». GOSCHEN. Romer, J. 13th Nov. 


tions oF Trespass BY Orpar or—Action, Form oF —AMENDMENT. 


The action was brought (in the words of par. 1 of the statement of claim) 
forthe purpose of establishing, as against the Lords Commissioners of the 
ty and the Director-General of Naval Works, that they were not 
entitled to enter upon, or take possession of, or to acquire by way of com- 








college for cadets. The plaintiffs alleged . 12 of the statement of | of¥ 
claim) that the defendants had entered mal aga Ken of the estate and filte 
had placed certain thereon, with a view to the acquisition of the — was 
site for the training college, and (par. 17) that the defendants had, by for « 
their servants and agents, ly entered upon the property, BS Act- 
surveyed and staked out the site, and threatened and intended to take dep: 
possession, and they alleged that the defendants contended that they had beer 
statuto wers of compulsory acquisition, which they threatened and — mou 
intended forthwith to exercise, and (par. 18) that they, the plaintiffs, were — had 
| advised that the defendants had no right, either by statute or otherwise, into 
to enter on the land, &c., or to acquire it by compulsory purchase. The and 
defendants admitted that the site had been surveyed and marked out, but alles 
denied that they or any of them had done the acts compl :sined of, and they 175 
alleged that what had been done bad been duly performed by the officers whic 
of the Lords of the Admiralty acting by the direction of the Executive and 
Government under the Crown. They submitted that the Lords of the with 
Admiralty were entitled to exercise by statute compulsory powers. They, land 
however, raised a preliminary point of law—namely, that the court had no the | 
jurisdiction to entertain the action. The plaintiffs asked leave to amend, that 
if necessary, by also suing the defendants individually, and by adding pop’ 
as parties two marines and a civil engineer who had staked out the Pod 
site. The plaintiffs had also taken out a summons for the delivery 
of interrogatories with a view of ascertaining by whom or by whose ques 
directions the alleged wrongful acts were done. The prelimin whic 
point of law and the plaintiffs’ summonses now came on to be heard. sale 
It was contended for the defendants that an action of tort could not be SPP’ 
maintained against the Ministers of the Crown as such, and that this was wreck 
the character of the action. Such ae gy Sp meee persons acting in an Pt 
official capacity should not be allowed to amended by turning them of 
into new proceedings t the same ms as being = persons, R 
For the plaintiffs Walker v. Baird (1892, A. C. 491, 41 W. R. Dig. 62) was ulti 
cited. £ec 
Nov. 4.—Romer, J.—The only question, to my mind, is whether this is of tl 
not a case in which an amendment ought to be allowed. It appears to eanc 
me if any per:on commits a trespass (I use that word advisedly as mean- by t 
ing a wrongful act or one not justifiable) he cannot escape liability for sews 
the offence. He cannot prevent himself from being sued merely because that 
he acted in obedience to the order of the Executive Government or of any ther 
officer of State, and it further appears to me, as at present advised, if the neve 
trespass had been committed by some subordinate officers of a Government had 
department or of the Crown by the order of a superior official, s0 that the did | 
trespass was caused by the order and was in substance the act of the conc 
superior official, that superior official, even if he were the head of the circ! 
Government department in w official was employed, pare 
ver : iti i , could be sued, But in such case}, com 
the superior official could be sued not jut despite of, the fact No 
that Be wis an officer of State. I think it is clear that the head of a the 
Government department is not liable for the neglect or torts of officials of irre\ 
the department uuless it could be shewn that the act complained of was wou 
substantially the act of the head himeelf, in which case he would be liable shot 
as an individual, as a stranger committing the act would be. wer 
Nov. 13.—Romer, J., said that the above were the principles of law pe 
applicable to the case. The result was that the plaintiffs could sue any of mis! 
the defendants individually for trespasses committed or threatened by to ¢ 
them, but they could not sue the defendants as an official body. Was the whe 
present action one against the defendants as individuals? His lordship coul 
came to the conclusion that it was interided to be and was a claim st refe: 
the defendants in their official capacity. They were described and sued mad 
as the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty and the Director-General the 
of Naval Works. No distinction was drawn between them, and no act, who 
order, direction, or threat by any of them individually was alleged. His enti 
lordship then dealt with the allegations in the statement of claim, - 
referring particularly to paragraphs 1, 12, and 17, and pointed out that the defe 
correspondence referred to therein was with officials of the Admiralty in rest} 
an official capacity only. Then the plaintiff’s summons to amend really beer 
proceeded on the footing that the present action was one against tho a fe 
present defendants in their official capacity only. Ought then the plaia- park 
tiffs to be allowed to amend their action? His lordship, on considera- sew! 
tion, thought not. For what the plaintiffs were seeking to do was t9 use 
c one action into another of a substantially different character, as thor 
would be seen when questions of discovery, and the form and operation of user 
any judgment that could be obtained by the plaintiffs were considered. defe 
Action dismissed with costs, without prejudice to any claim the plaintiffs sist 
might have against the two marines and the engineer or agaiust any of did 
the defendants individually. —Counszx, Sir Richard Webster, AG., A. T. pur, 
Lawrence, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and 8. Dickinson. the 
Soxrcrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; Petch ¢ Smurthwaite, wor 
- i | 
[Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law. | Aa a 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. TEDDINGTON URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL ~te 
. Romer, J. 11th Nov. J i 
Loca GoverNMent—Lanp AcauirEp ror Sewace Worxs—Lanp ‘Nor to « 
RequirEp”’ ron Purross—Lanp not ImmepiaTsty Requirep—UssR OF it v 
Lanp—Pvusiic Heauru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), 8. 175. it ix 
This was an action against the Teddington local authorities, at the pro 
relation cf a resident, to compel the defendants to sell a piece of Jand om 
which adjoined his property, on the ground that it was no longer nm 
for the purpose for which it had been bought—viz., the disposal of sewage. defe 
It was stated that the land in question formed part of a piece of land at 
consisting of some 25 acres which had been acquired in the year 1897, acg 
with the sanction of the Local Government Board, under the Pabli; the 





pulsory purchase, certain land, the property of the plaintiffs, in the neigh- 
. Goursot of Dartmouth, for the purpose of establishiag there a training | 


Health Act, 1875, for the purpose of permanent sew ige works, and mas6 
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ich had been used for the erection of tanks and machinery and for 
_— beds for the purpose of the and disposal of sewage. It 
was also stated that some of the land 


been sold as not a! uired 
for sewage purposes—in accordance with section 175 of the Pub ealth 
Act—but another part had been utilized by the defendants asa aoe of 
t for refuse collected from dustbins, to receive which trenc had 
been dug to the gravel surface and drawn to the level of the subsoil. A 
mound had also raised. The plaintiff alleged that the defendants 
had also entertained a scheme for turning another part of the unused Jand 
into a public recreation-ground, with a lake, bathing-place, and promenade. 
and had constructed a temporary footpath over the land. The — 
alleged that the pieces of unsold land were, within the meaning of eection 
175 of the Public Health Act, 1875, ‘‘not required for the purpose for 
which they were acquired ’’—viz., the reception and disposal of sewage— 
and submitted that they should be ordered to sell the same in accordance 
with the section. The defendants alleged that theie mode of using this 
land was not permanent, but merely temporary, and not such as to prevent 
the land from being used hereafter for sewage ov rcony and, moreover, 
that, having to the rapid increase of Teddington ia extent and in 
population, and to the necessity of having reserve land available for these 
, the land, was, in truth, still needed for the purpose for which it 
Pad been acquired. The plaintiff claimed a decl ion that the land in 
question, in all some eight acres, was not required for the Pan for 
which it had been acquired under the Act of 1875, an order direc! its 
sale under eection 175, and an injunction restraining the defendants from 
appropriating or using any portion as a site for a public promenade or 
recreation-ground, or for ornamental water, or for a footpath, or for the 
of the deposit of house refuse, or for any purpose other than that 

of the reception and disposal of sewage. 


Romer, J., found that all the land should be kept and would be 
ultimately required for sewage ag only ; or, in other words, that 
section 175 of the Public Health Act, 1875, did not apply to any portion 
of the land. No doubt at the time when the land was purchased with the 
ranction of the Local Government Board it was contemplated, as shown 
by the plan, that part of the land purchased would not be required for 
sewage purposes. But circumstances had changed, and if he were to hold 
that the portions contemplated at the date of the purchace as not being 
then required to be retained for sewage purposes were on that account 
never to be so used at all, he failed to see what right the local authority 
had to acquire the land at all. In his lordship’s view the local authority 
did acquire the whole of the land for sewage purposes, and they were not 
conclusively bound to sell the land marked on the plan as not required if 
circumstances changed and it was found that they did require it. Ap- 
parently they had now changed their minds, and, in his opinion, they had 
come to a wise conclusion, and the land was required for sewage purposes. 
No doubt the council, until very recently, had thought that the whole of 
the land would not be required, and if they had committed themselves 
irrevocably to the position that part was not required perhaps section 175 
would have applied. He had considerable doubt on the point, but he 
should give the council the benefit of the doubt; but he thought they 
were not precluded from saying that the whole Jani was required, and 
they were entitled to retain it. Undoubtedly what they had done had 
misled the plaintiff ; and his lordship would remember that when he came 
to deal with the question of costs. The next question which arose was 
whether the defendants bad dealt with any part of the land so that it 
could not be used for sewage purposes. The only parts which that 
referred to were those on which the trench and mound had been 
made. Although he thought these works were improper, yet, at 
the same time, they did not make the land on which they were 
wholly unfit for sewage purposes. The plaintiff was not, therefore, 
entitled to any declaration that any portion of the land shouid be sold. 


A further question arose. The plaintiff or relator said that the 
defendants had dealt with parts of the land improperly, and ought to be 
restrained. With the excoption of the mound ch, had 


J 

been done of a permanent character. They had made a footpath and put 
afew benches, and contemplated using parts of the land‘as a temporary 
park, and these things only referred to parts not immediately required for 
sewage purposes. The plaintiff, however, argued that even such temporary 
use was not permissible, and claimed an injunction. His lordship 
thought it right to state shortly his views with reference to the interim 
user of the land not required for sewage purposes. He agreed that the 
defendants could not apply the land to or use it for any purpose incon- 

sistent with the pu for which it was acquired. But those purposes | 
did not require the immediate user of every part of the land for sewage 
purposes. Some partonly was required for immediate sewage works, and 
the remaining part had to be retained because needed hereafter for such 
works. Pending the actual application of this remaining part for such 
purposes the defendants could retain it, and one of the purposes for which 
it was required might be eaid to be such retainer. But, of course, while 
t0 retaining it, they could not use it or deal with it in such a way as to 
prevent user for sewage purposes or substantially interfere with its 





immediate user whenever it was needed for these pu But, subject 
to such exception, while retaining the land, his 1 did not see how 
it was inconsistent with the purpose for which the acquired it to use 


it in any Jawful manner in which in its then condition it could be used, 
provided that such user did not substantially interfere with the main 
on hg of drainage for which the land was ultimately wanted, and he 

ew of nothing which made it unlawful for a council such as these 
defendants from permitting vacant Jand in their possession, and not 
at the time required for the ultimate purpose for which they had 
acquired it, to be temporarily used as a recreation- » provided 
care was taken to prevent any rights from being acquired over it by 
the public or otherwie which would prevent or interfere with - 















the council’s using the land for its ultimate purpose whenever required. 
The case of Attorney-General vy. Corporation of Southampton (1858, 1 Giff. 
363, 8 W. R. Ch. Dig. 2) did not interfere with that view. Nor was the 
j t of Cotton, L.J., in B Railway > Gees, 
26 Ch. D., p. 450, 32 W. R. Dig. 227) inconsictent. It might be 
added that he had nothing to do in the present case with the misa 

tion of ratepayers’ money. He was only concerned with the lawful user 


of the aa hiekoe regard to the Saing ~ by Ba mtn ge to be 
put on the —namely omen up ront making 
a lake, and, above all, a ba ing-place—when the Guvi-pentanes was 


looked at, and all the facts, his lordship thought that the dsfendants had 
contemplated using parts of the land not for sewage purposes, nor for 
asserted that they had 


justifiable interim purposes. The defendants now 

no intention of on. ing which would ome them from properly 
using the land for its ultimate purposes. He accepted that statement. 
The mound and trench were, however, most injurious to the proper user 
of the land for sewage pur; and were inconsistent with such user. 
As he understood that the ts would give au undertaking not to 
uee the land for such inconsistent purposes, he made no order except 
that, on the defendants’ un not t> use the land for d 
refuse, the defendants should psy costs of the action.—Covnss., 
Neville, Q.C., and F. R. Y. Radcliffe ; Macmorran, Q O0., and Lewis Thomas. 
Soutcrrors, Powell ¢ Rogers ; G. C. Sherrard. 


[Reported by J. F. Watzy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HUNT o. FRIPP. Byrne, J. 10th, 11th, and 12th Nov. 


Banxruptcy—AFrTeR-AcQuingED Propgsrty—Uwnpiscuarcrzp BanxaverT— 
New Intervention or THE Trustes—AssiGnment ror Vatus—Eaquir- 
ABLE CHose In ACTION. 

The decision in this case involved a question as to the powers of a bank- 
rupt to va'idly deal with na acquired after itt ut before 
his discharge. In April, 1892, Johu Emery, who lived in Melbourne, hr 
the colony of Victoria, filed his petition in the Court of Insolvency there. 
His estate was placed under sequestration, and the defendant Cohen was 
appointed the . In March, 1893, the fatherof E » who lived 
in England, died, leaving by his will a of £500 a share of 


residue to his son, the insolvent. The first two defendants were the | 


xecutors and trustees er_the will. “Stiortly afterwards, and before‘ 
3 " s in! these fact:. In September, 1893, 
he obtained his certificate of discharge. In June, 1895, being then 
indebted in a much larger sum tothe plaintiffs, Emery a to them, 
in consideration of £900, all his share and interest in the estate of his 
father a will. ‘ to his discharge nor to th 
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sp tne IRIN fre Piaintiits 

ed to th the 1 and share of Emer. 
d t> them, but the executors, having heard of the insol refused to 
© 80, and upon the in insolvency hearing of the will he claimed 


bw ——_ oO = a nar ne on behalf of the creditors. The 
plain rought t on paymen 
tion. It was admitted during the trial 
time of the assignment that Emery had 
vency of his interests under his fathe 
in the argument, and had the 

tion depended u the law of Victoria, which was 
by the Victorian Insol Act, 1890, the sections of which, as 
spplied to this case, were almost identical with the 
0! 


that the plaintiffs kyew at tre 
informed his in insol 
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ding sections 
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ke 
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into court. The —_— 


English Bankruptcy Act, 1883, Expert evidence wae given of the .— 


Victorian law u the case. 

“Bryans; J, result of the export evidence and of the 
decision of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in Trimble v. Hill 
(28 W. R. 479, L. R. 5 App. Cas. 342) was that the decision of Cohen V. 
Mitchell (38 W. R. 551, 25 Q. B. D. 262), as explained by ve me aa 
cases, truly represented the law of Victoria on the question, the 
of the English Court of Appeal upon sections nearly identical with those 
of Victorian Acts being recognized and followed by the courts there. 
Cohen v. Mitchell was a case where what was assi was a legal chose 
in action. The rule laid down there was only meant to bo a new 


oe of the old law and not to throw any doubt upon te Ford 
(24 W. R. 590, L. R. | Cb. D. 521). The fact that here y 
claimed wasin the bands of trustees, and had been by them into 
court to abide the results of the trial, was not to d 


this case from Cohen v. Mitchell. The proposition was laid down in that 
case in general terms. Re Beardman, Ex parte Clarke (38 Sousctrons’ Jovrn- 
NAL 492; 1894,2 Q. B. 93), like Ex parte Ford, was a case not between a 
particular assignee and the trustee in bankru as here, but between 
two, generel_sssignees, and therefore was intinguishabe. There was 
good consi in this case, and the only question was whether the 
transaction was bond fide. It was not necessary to consider whether Emery 
had done what he at to Sate Gas ne ee Mitchell 
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and Compton Smith. Sortcrrors, Whites § 

Pettit, Leighton Buzzard, Beds. ; H. 4. Graham 
(Reported by Nsvituz Tessutrt, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACT. 


Tux weekly meeting of the United Law Society was held on Monday 
evening at the Inner Temple Lecture Hall, under the presidency of Mr. 
CO. W. Williams, the chairman. 

The subject of debate was announced as follows: “That this society dis- 
gph of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. To open: Mr. J. 8. Rubinstein. 

0 oppose: Mr. W. J. Boycott. Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake will speak on 
the motion.” 

Mr. RuBINsTEIN, in introducing the motion, said he felt rather strongly 
upon the subject. No measure had been passed in recent times probably with 
such far-reaching consequences, and which was so little understood, and it 
was very important that there should be afforded not only to members of 
the profession, but also outside its ranks, opportunities for fully considering 
the measure before it was absolutely and definitely decided that it was to 
come into operation in any county. The Act was a most dangerous one. 
It was fraught with the greatest danger to the interests of the landowners 
and of the public. He was. not going into the relative merits of trans- 
fer by deed as against transfer by registration of title, because theoretically, 
and perhaps practically, there was a great deal to be said in favour of a 
system of registration ; but what they had to consider was, whether the 
system of registration of title as brought into force by the Act was one 
which they could support. In other words, it was not to the point to tell 
him that there were absolutely perfect systems in any other country in the 
world, whether it were France, Germany, Austria, or Obina. That 
was absolutely beside the question. hat they had to consider 
was, whether the system of registration as introduced by the Act 
of 1875, and the amending Act of this year, would bring about a 
system which would tend to the advantage of landowners and the 

ublic. Although he thought the Act was a very bad one altogether, 
@ was not going into Part 1 or Part 2, but would confine himself to Part 3, 
under which it was to come into operation compulsorily. Personally, he 
had no objection to any Act being passed which would enable landowners of 
their own will to register their titles. As a matter of fact, the history of the 
Act showed that in 1862 such an Act was , the Act under which the 
present Land Registry Office was established. Subsequently, when it 
was found that that office was not sufficiently attractive to draw into its net 
the title and landowners, the Act of 1875 was passed, which, with the thirteen 
years’ experience of the earlier Act, was apparently thought to be sufficiently 
attractive to bring about the desired ik They all knew that the regis- 
tration of titles under the Act of 1875 had been a dismal failure. The land- 
owners had na aig given it the cold shoulder. Of course, there was an 
official explanation. They were told that it was the solicitors who had 
emg 4 prevented the landowners from registering at the Land Regis 
fice, that the advantages of registration were very great, and that it 
was only the dust thrown into the eyes of the laymen which had prevented 
from seeing how advantageous it was to register their property. It was 
rather a tingular fact that the ex-Lord Chancellor and the present Lord 
Chancellor, who were responsible for the last Act, although themselves land- 
owners, had never yet seen the advantage of the Register established by the 
Act of 1875 sufficiently to justify them in registering their titles. they 
had such implicit faith in the merits of this panacea one would ‘have thought 
they would have been the first to take advantage of it. Those present knew 
that the old official explanation was not the true one. Laymen were not so 
easily blinded and led by the solicitors. And it must be borne in mind that 
solicitors themselves owned a good deal of property in England, and yet it 
was found that solicitors who would have seen it to be to their advantage to 
register if such were the case had failed to do so. He was personally 
acquainted with the case of a large land society, one of the largest 
in London, whose practice it was to grant their conveyances without 
the intervention of a solicitor. That society bought some years back 
one particular estate in Leytonstone which was registered with an inde- 
feasible title. _They thought they were going to do marvellous business, 
but after a little experience of the Act, and of the difficulties and 
delays thrown in their way by the Land Registry Office, they came to 
the conclusion that it was a delusion anda snare. This was of their own accord, 
without reference to solicitors, and, as a consequence, they ignored in their 
future dealings with the property the Land Registry Office, and continued 
to issu these printed forms of conveyance as if it did not exist. Some of 
the allottecs thought it desirable to register, and he had heard from many of 
thom very grave and serious complaints of the delays and difficulties they 
met with. He proposed to refer to the matter first under the head of 
simplicity, secoadly of expense, thirdly expedition, and fourthly security. 
He put simplicity first because he thought it really the most important. 
Those who were practitioners hardly needed to be told what the present 
system was. Since the Act of 1881, known as Lord Cairns’ Act, was passed, 
coupled with the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, the practice was very simple 
iadeed, and year by year it was growing more simple. That Act cut down 
the length of deeds, and simplified titles, doing away with surperfluous words 
which used to encumber the deeds, and under the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act costs were put on a sound, rational, well-understood basis. That 
scale had worked well. It unquestionably did cut down solicitors’ bills, but, 
as far as he knew, no one had complained. Indeed, the Act of 1881 which 
cut down these costs was a permissive Act, and it was not compulsory for 
the solicitors to come under it. They could have still coutinued to draw out 
long deeds and long bills of costs, but voluntarily, and in the recognition 
that it was to the interest of their clients and, consequently, their own interest, 
they sp ym it.. At the present time nothing was more simple than the 
system of conveyance. An o: deed contained no words that were not 


He did not know what ce~4ificate was to be issued which | been 1,500 cases of fraud in the 





would be much shorter than many of tlie present forms of conve 
They could be got into an ordinary sheet of 
by any persons of ordinary in 


landowner would start with his 


new Act were allowed to come Into operation’ He apprehended that (iam 


issued to him by the Land Office. And there at once they wer 

wectditoulte Under the Act the Registrar could © 
issue three kinds of certificate. He might give one showing that the holder 
had an indefeasible title. He might issue one with a qualified title, or hg” 
title. Any certificate, unless it showed 


met with a most serious and great 


ight issue one giving a possessory 
an indefeasible title, would be practically worthless for all business deali 
Assuming that a solicitor was acting for a willing purchaser, how could 
advise a client to accept a certificate saying that a man had a qualified title 
only? He would not know what the defect in the title might be. It was 
absolutely impossible upon the face of the certificates that were likely to be 
issued to find out where the defect existed, and a purchaser must absolutely 
refuse to accept such a title. Acting for a mortgagee, how dared a solicitor 
lend money upon a certificate which showed that a man had only a qualified 
Sage orn title? He might be told they would have this indefeasible 
title. He ventured to say there was the possible doubt about this, 
If one went to the i with, say, a twenty-nine years’ title, the 
Registrar would laugh at him. He would say he was bound to see that there 
was a good forty years’ holdingtitle. ‘Giveme theprior title.” What was 
the unfortunate purchaser to do? He was compelled to register. He would be 
asked how he got the prior title. The conditions under which he had bought 
might preclude him from asking the vendor to give ithim. How was it 
possible to go back twenty or thirty or forty years in many cases, having 
re to the numerous dealings that take with property? Let him 
refer to what takes place under the Torrens’ Act in Australia. They knew 
that was anadmirable Act. But what did they find? It came into operation 
in 1862, and all titles issued by the Crown since 1862—and they were v 
numerous—were registered under the Act. The fact of having a regis 
title under the Act gave ita value it would not otherwise possess. With 
regard to the titles prior to 1862, there were some 7,500,000 acres, and only 
150,000 of these acres had been brought under the Torrens’ Act, ; and the 
reason was simply that even in Australia, where the dealings were com. 
paratively very few, it was found almost impracticable to bring them under 
the Act. The expense, the delay, and difficulty of searching out the earlier 
titles were so great. No one knew how much this was the case except those 
who had had occasion to go through with it, and he ventured to say that the 
Act had not been found to be adjustable to the titles in existence before 
1862. If that was so in Australia, and for one dealing that took place there, 
there would be seven in the case of similar property in this country; and it 
was absolutely impossible in many cases to find the previous title, what 
prospects were there of success? It might be said that the Registrar had 
power to di with these if he thought right, but he would be in a 
responsible position, and dared not allow a title on the register unless it was 
a good one, use the authorities would be liable for damages. They knew 
sufficient of Government officials to feel certain that they would not run any 
risk; it would be as much as their position was worth. If the office was 
called upon to pay £50,000 or £100, in damages, what would become of 
the Registrar and of the staff of the office? They dared not allow it to take 
place, and therefore all they would give was a qualified or a possessory title, 
which would be absolutely worthless for practical purposes. With regard to 
the question of expense. At solicitors were paid by scale, and the 
expense was not serious. What would be the expense if the new system 
were adopted ? The first purchaser, who had his conveyance and had paid his 
solicitor’s costs, would be compelled to register. His solicitor, or, if not, the 
man himself, would go to the regi office with the title-deeds and ask for 
a certificate under the Act. istrar would take possession of the 
deeds, which he would require to be left with him. When the Registrar 
found time to look into it, he would begin to detect errors and omissions 
in the title. The purchaser would ask when he was likely to his 
certificate, and the Registrar would reply, ‘You see that pile I 
must deal with those first.” “But,” says the purchaser, “I want 
to mortgage the property, and cannot do so until it is registered.” ‘I am 
very sorry for you,’’ replies the Registrar, “we are not a mortgage office; 
that is the law. It is compulsory for you to register, and we will take it as 
soon as we can.” “ What will be the expense?” inquires the purchaser. 
‘* There, again,” says the Registrar, “I cannot tell you till I have gone into 
the deeds.” The unfortunate purchaser would be faced with all these dis- 
advantages and difficulties. No one could tell him when it would get 
— or what the ex would be, or what sort of a certificate he would 
get when it was finish At present the solicitor could tell an intending 

urchaser almost to a fraction what was the expense he would be put to 
The Act was introducing a system which would not commend itself to the 
landowner or the public when they had had any pues of it. On the 
question of delay, having given several instances of the rapidity of trans 
actions under the present system, he referred to the paper read by Mr. Blyth 
at the provincial meeting of the Incorporated Law Society last month at 
Sheffield, and quoted from it cases brought under the notice of the Com- 
mission which investigated the subject to show in the bulk of cases matters 
were carried out in a very short time. When the new Act came into 
operation it would be impossible to fix a date for completion. With regard 
to the question of security, it had been suggested that the present system 
did not afford adequate en such as would be given by the system of 
registration of title. He could not call to his recollection any instance of 
actual fraud which had occured in his own office. Of course, there had beem 
cases where titles had been submitted to his firm which they had not been 
able to pass, but he knew of no case of fraud. But, if they turned & 
countries where registrati 
same security. Mr. Blyth, in his paper, referred to Austria, where there 








ion was the rule, it could not be said there was & : 
twenty years. He (Mr. Rubinsteit) — 
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knew of a case in Australia under the Torrens’:Act. A owner 
there sold his land for £3,000, but it was explained that e sold 
it at that price, which was a very good one indeed, he must not 
object to the purchase-money ap as £6,000. The same land 
repeatedly changed hands again. e next convyesance was for £9,000 
and immediately after there was one of £12,000. The moneys might have 
been paid, but it was doubtful. At all events, the last purchaser got £3,000 
from his bankers to enable him to complete the transaction, and in course of 
time the bank found the property on their hands, and it was valued at 
£2,000, These facilities for fraud were given by a system of registration of 
title where the people were encouraged to act as their own solicitors. There 
were cases where clients said they had bought the property for so much, but 
had no objection to a larger sum being stated, and,of course, solicitors invari- 
ably refused such transactions, and that was a protection fraud. 
During 1888 Australian property to the extent of £11,000, c 

hands according to the Registry, but he suggested that that was not the true 
figure. Certainly the Australian banks had a very rude awakening, 
and he thought it fair to assume that this was to a certain extent due to the 
Registry. The Registrar was told that a certain property was cold, for, say, 
£1,000, and knowing nothing, he entered it upon the certificate. The 
certificate might be shown to an ignorant man acting without a solicitor, 
and he might readily advance, say, £750 upon property which waa not at all 
of that value. The present system of depositing deeds with a banker for an 
advance was safe and speedy. The Act of 1897 was the worst drawn that 
had ever been issued, and as he read it, it was doubtful whether under its 
provisions it could be applied to London. There was no question but that 
it would give plenty of work to the lawyers; but solicitors were considering 
the interests of their clients, and did not want to deter them from buying 
properties. If the Act came into operation, and all these troubles arose, 
solicitors would be blamed for it. Every expert who knew anything about 
the subject was opposed to the Act. The present Lord Chancellor and the 
ex-Lord Chancellor were no doubt very well-meaning theorists, and they 
bad evolved a system out of their own inner consciousness, but they had 
never had any experience in conveyancing matters. Lord Cairns was a 
conveyancer, and at one time had an idea that compulsory registration of title 
might be a good thing, He brought ina Bill, but further consideration led him 
to a different conclusion, and as a result he brought in the Act of 1881 
simplifying conveyancing. He might be told that the Act of 1897 was purely 
experimental, but if it once came into operation, how would it be rid of ? 
Everybody knew how strongly Government officials fought for their position. 
The Act would never have been passed had it not been for the existence of 
the Land Registry Office with its staff. It would be necessary to get a 
large office and a big staff, and would the Government under such circum- 
stances give it up at the end of the three years? What was to become of 
the people who had got these comfortable positions. It was the purest 
fallacy in the world to say they would ever get rid of the system or of the 
officials if it once came into operation. 

Mr. W. J. Boycorr, in opposing the motion, said he believed that in old 
countries such as England, it would be impossible to formulate any system 
of registration of title which would be as simple and satisfactory as the 
present system, and he was heart and soul op to any principle of com- 
pulsion upon the simple*ground that if it was a bad it was clear it 
ought not to be compulsory, whilst if it was a good thing, it would be 
brought into public service without any aid from the Legislature to force it 
upon the people. But he supported the Act on the ground that for more 
than thirty years there had been a — solid and constantly increasing 
agitation in favour of registration of title in substitution for the present 
system. It originated with Lord Westbury, and was carried on by 
Lord Cairns, aan had reached its culminating and most unreasonable pitc 
in the Chancellorships of Lord Herschell and Lord Halsbury. Whether 
there had been any justification for the agitation he was not called 
upon to deal with. It was not an agitation which had proceeded 
from the public at large. There was no doubt that constant persuasion from 
Lord Chancellors and persons holding very high legislative offices would in 
time have persuaded the public that such an Act as this was radically 
necessary. He believed the Act to be absolutely unworkable and doomed to 
failure, but it was a compromise. He did not believe it would be ever oe 
to any district after the first, and thought that no harm could be done y the 
experiment, although they must sympathise with the district 
upon. If the Act had not passed, solicitors would have been told that they 
had thrown it out; but in the future they could tell the public they had 
made a fair offer, and had given them the opportunity of testing the 
benefits of the registry, that it had proved a hopeless and irremediable 
failure, and all they could ask them was to be quiet in future. He thought 
the subject might have received more attention from the members of the 
Bar, who had been somewhat lukewarm with regard to it. Without 
attempting to defend the drafting of the Act or the system of registration 
of title, while being absolutely hostile to any system of compulsion, he 
would base his opposition to the motion on these two gro’ , that they 
were adopting what was not an unreasonable compromise; and, second, that 
solicitors at any rate were putting themselves in a very strong position for 
the future. 

Mr. B. G. Lake opposed the motion. He said that his difficulty in so 
doing arose from the fact that Mr. Rubinstein’s motion and spsech 
differed so very widely. When he saw the resolution he had thought it 
was a little vague, but he had been relieved to hear from Mr. Rubinstein 
that he disassociated Parts 1, 2, and 4 from his criticism, and ,pro- 
posed to deal entirely with Part 3, which made the tration 
of title in certain districts compulsory. But he, was ai he 
must say that Mr. Rubinstein had wholly misusderstoo] th: Act. He had 
gatherod this from Mr, Rubinstein's pee read at the Sheffield meeting, and 

same misconception permeated the speech. There were two objections 
to the Act, and he really thought only two—he meant to the system. He 





the real objection to the Act was that It compall ihe now ystom tobe 
e real objection e was, t com new 
introduced. He took it that on 5t Gt it to be the 
great evil of the Act, and, as Mr. Rabinsteia had 
as a voluntary system, as it had been since 1862, there was no 
to giving it a fair trial. The objection to compulsion was very easily formu- 
lated, and was not always so easily met. But compulsion was rather the 
rule than the exception in legislation with the tday. He would show 
how far it operates in conveyancing, There were throe or four systems, such 
asin Yorkshire and Middlesex, in which the system of com ion was in 
force, and had been for years. It was not a new system at all. The more 
system of compulsion was not of itself an objection to the Act. Primd facie 
he agreed that if a thing was good it ought to be taken to voluntarily, and 
if bad it ought not to be made mary ogee | ; but that Nae ye half the case. 
He wanted to explain what the Act would do. 1 these alarmist 
views about the unfortunate purchaser his deeds to the registry and 
having such one of three cates as the Registrar preferred were moon- 
shine, There was nothing of the kind in the Act. What happened was, 
that if a man voluntarily went for an absolute title he could do so. To 
that none of them could have any objection. If he went for an absolute 
title and it turned out that he could have it subject to one defect, ho a 
withdraw his upplication, or he might have a qualified title. A qualified 
title merely meant that there was a note in the margin, that there 
was an outstanding | estate or ing of that kind. No one 
could have the i unless he t it and chose to accept it. 
A purchaser bought his land, and went to Registrar and said, “Here is a 
conveyance under which I am entitled in fee simple to Blackacres.”” The 
Registrar would look at tbe form he brought, and if the deed carried out that 
he would give him a certificate of possessory title, which really meant that 
the Rogistrar was satisfied that the coming to him acquired the 
right to ession of that land, he wanted to mortgage it the next day 
he would not have to wait years or months for his title. He had nothing to 
do with that. The Act said that the ory! title meant this only, that 
for the future the title was absolute if one dealt on the register excepting 
enti eet areiieh as ener anaes 
ion. In other words, & possesso rs) 
as had been well said, as a filter to a muddy river. It did not affect the 
sao muddy stream, but from the time the filter was used, it cleared it. 
man who bought not for immediate sale, but to keep, would in 
fifteen or twenty years have a title which would show he was absolute 


should not propose to follow the discussion whether registration of title or 
of deeds was good. 
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owner, because how many solicitors would hesitate to t a title based on 
@ conveyance twenty years old? This, in fact, was the certificate 
would be. There was no obligation on any body, even in a compulsory 


area, to submit his deeds or his gts. pec He bad simply to say, 
“‘T am in possession,” and the istrar would give his certificate. It was 
provided—he thought by the —that the Regi should not give a 
certificate or possessory title without having a document of some kind pro- 
duced to him. That got rid of a good deal of difficulty. If a man wanted 
an absolute title he could have it. But he was not even invited to go for it, 
because the scale of fees settled for the purposes of the Act applied only to 
registration of possessory title. The higher scale of fees applied to those 
who went for an absolute or qualified title. On whose f were 
asked to express approval of the Act? If of the community, then the 
solicitors were, of course, a part of the community, by no means a majority, 
and surely it was not without force to say that of that community as repre- 
sented in Parliament, all the principal Jandowners had passed the Act. The 
House of Commons would nang poset it by a majority of ten to one if it 
had ever come to a decision. bankers were satisfied with the Act, and 
foe societies amen the Bill of 1805, but neither pecan Spenet Bole 
societies 0; o . © present Bil), 

Ser, fsa : The b societies are against it. 0 

Mr. Laxe said he was not able to quote an authority, and therefore 
accepted the statement as what Mr. Rubinstein believed. But, in considering 
the question, it was found 7 /. to get the building societies to act in 
organised form against the Bill. What happened was, that it was found 
that the time for t had well-nigh ceased. 8 as the whole 
legal profession, because the Council of the Incorporated Law Society had 
been assisted throughout and up to the last by a leading conveyancer, it was 
found that the arguments on one side and the other were ly un- 
gee There were 5 om ag ys of men 7 re in the 
system of registration, an makin compulsory ; a larger 
number who were i to adopt ion of title, but could not make 
up their minds that it rat oar: In that state of affairs there 
were only two things to be done. Ei Bill must have been fought 
out in the House of Commons—and, having news to the fact that the 
leaders of both parties were in favour, there would have been no chance of 
success—or that must have been done which was done, namely, an experiment 
must be tried to see whether the arguments as to failure or success were 
right. Argument could not decide the question, and it was necessary to 
have some trial in order to see whether or not the objectors or the supporters 
took the mcre correct view. What had to be done by those who had nothing 
to do with the Bill was to take care that there should be a i 
ment, that its period should be limited, that there should be sufficient tine 
given to show whether, when brought into practical 
success. All thathad beendone. Al 
to proclaim by Order in Council that the Act should apply to any couaty 
ox pat of « comaty Wat eoait ope tana nena Wovens ur Pees, Oe at least in 
opposition to the dissent, of the local governing body. The County Council had 
to consider the question, and if the circumstances of their county were such that 
to introduce the Act would be, in their opinion, a mistake, they had only to say 
so, and the Act did not give anyone, Queen or anyone power to override 
that decision. And was not the only precaution, That order itself 
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must come before Parliament, and did not take effect until it was laid upon 
the table of the House for a certain number of days _If, therefore, anyone 
thought the House of Commons had misconceived the position, the House of 
Commons and House of Lords would have opportunities enough of pointing 
that out, and moving in one or other of the Houses of Parliament. It was 
impossible to conceive an experiment whicb, even if it were the only oe 
tion, could be more fair. But it went further than thet. The district 
itself was limited, and the time was limited. The order which took effect 
was the first order—whether in London, or, if refused, whether anywhere 
else, it was the first order—and no forther order could be made for a period 
of three years, giving a very sufficient time for seeing how the system worked, 
and whether the difficulties and delays, made so much of by the opener, really 
took effect or not. And those also were not the only precautions, because 
by this Act, differing in that respect from every previous Act passed on the 
the subject, all the rights of the legal profession of both branches were 
effectually protected, much more than under the ordinary system of convey- 
ance at present. Because now, although ii was provided that no other than 
a barrister or solicitor, or equally qualified person could prepare a deed, there 
were no means of enforcing that prohibition. All one could do was to go to 
Somerset House and endeavour to get the officials to take action. This 
clause was a repetition of the clause in the Stamp Act, under which alone 
the protection of the profession rested. By the Act that was made an 
offence punishable under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, and consequently 
any organised society, barristers or solicitors, in London or the country, had 
the thing in their own hands to enforce; and certainly the Incorporated 
Law Society had never shewn themselves behindhand in enforcing such 
@ measure whenever they had had the opportunity. But that, again 
was not the only precaution. In this Act, as in none other on the 
subject, the rule-making committee, or at all events the committee 
by whose advise and sanction the rale is to be made, is_to be a legal com- 
mittee, the majority being legal members. Out of five one was a judge, one 
was nominated by the Bar, one was nominated by the Incorporated Law 
Society, the other two being the Registrar and some one nominated by the 
Board of Agriculture, presumably a landowner. Even that was not all. 
The fees had been so reduced as to be practically nominal. Let them take 
the County of London, supposing the Act to come into operation there. 
He would undertake to say that no one but a lawyer would know the 
difference either in cost or in time or in trouble between rogistering a 
possessory title at the registry and registering the same deed as he 
would have to do in Middlesex. It would cost him less, and it would not 
take him more time. Under the rules, which would no doubt be shortly 
issued, it would be hardly possible for more than forty-eight hours’ delay to 
take place in registering a possessory title, and very rarely more than 
twenty-four hours. One could n ot get one’s deeds in the Middlesex Regis- 
try in so shortatime. He believed it was a fact that it used to take in 
the Middlesex Registry two clear days unless an expedition fee was paid, 
when the deed could be got on the second day. 

Mr. Rusinsters : It is the same now. 

Mr. Laxe said that then his point was perfectly good. It would take less 
time to register a possessory title, all one was compelled to do, than to 
register the same in Middlesex. It would cost less unless the property was 
of considerable size. The fee, inclusive of registration, the new certificate, 
plans, and entry made on the register, would not exceed 1s. 6d. per cent. up 
to £1,000, and then it dropped to 1s. per cent, All these precautions surely 
were sufficient to justify those who thought, as he individually did, that 
registration of title was of itself a good thing, or that when Parliament came 
up to that state that, rightly or wrongly, it had determined to have some 
measure of this kind, surely with the precautions which have been taken 
in the Act, it was not an unreasonable thing to say, ‘‘ With these con- 
ditions let this system, about which there is such diversity of opinion, have a 


* fair and impartial and proper trial.’’ All precautions had been taken to 


tect all interests, and the Act should be supported, if only on the grounds of 
ts being an experimental Act and calculated to enable them to decids 
whether those who opposed the system of registration of titlk—~and no one 
did so more than he had—or those who supported it were in the right. Mr. 
Rubinstein had spoken of the certificate of title, but he was under a misconcep- 
tion as to what that was. He said there would be absolutely no gain 
whatever ; but there would be a good deal of gain. As a few years passed by 
there would be no inconsiderable gain—there would be no necessity for 
abstracts. They would not be required at all after a few years. No one 
asserted that they would be done away with at once, but so soon as the 
Statute of Limitations, in the sense solicitors habitually adopted it in practice, 
had operated (a title of twenty years) there would be no necessity whatever 
for going behind the certificate at all. Until that time, everyone who was 
not satisfied to start with a more recent certificate would have to inquire into 
the title as he did now, except that the time would be shortened. Because in 
practicetwenty years was almost the extreme of title they were now in the habit 
of taking. But there wasone more advantage. The registration of title did 
t one class of fraud which was very far from being.rare. He meant the 
ds which wers broughtabout by theconcealment of deeds. Hehad, perhaps, 
special opportunities of seeing that class of fraud, and it was the case, he was 
very sorry to say, for his own branch of the profersion—but of course it was 
because solicitors had peculiar facilities for dealing with land of their clients, 
who very properly put confidence in them—it was the case that it did fall 
into their hands to have the 5 gag 4 of creating such frauds. He 
instanced a case where a solicitor had a lease which he mortgaged; he then 
forged a similar lease and mortgaged it, and so on four times. Each mortga- 
gee thought he had a good security. That class of fraud would be wholly 
abe in the case of a registered title. He did not suggest that there 
might not be other frauds that might arise on a registered title. He thought 
he put that as strongly as yo in his evidence before the Commission in 
1895, but no system could 





invented which was wholly free from the pos- | by actual 


ce and sold it for double the amount, 
{ was a simple, gross, impalpable fraud; but that coulg 
be done, and he knew one instance of its having been done ia this country, 
Where there were two men who were themselves fraudulent, the pure 

and vendor, and a solicitor was found to help them in the frind, it oc 
readily be carried out under the present system of conveyancing. It wo 


sum of money into a conv 
and so on, 
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be rather easier, ind because the purchase money was written out ig” 
letters and words which a man might be pardoaed for not being able to read,” 
whereas it appeared on the certificate in the left hind margin in plaig” 
figures, He was not inclined to think that there was such an enormous 
ge es of preccgerritt a ng as Mr, Rubinstein would — to suppose, 
e thought they would be very rare. Thon Mr. Rubinstein hag 
taken objection to the Act because, under present conditions, one had 
a number of deeds which the banker turned over to see what way 
in them. But that was provided for. He thought Mr. Rubinstein wag 
in error in his interpretation. As he (Mr. Lake) read th» section, the 
price would appear om every certificate, it was to appear on the first 
certificate, and on all transfers and charges, and he could not conceiyg 
any words much wider than the words used in that section. He thought 
that in practice it would be found that a man would take his one certificats, 
and be very glad to surrender all the others and have no trouble about 
keeping his deeds or anything elie. But if he thought it to his advantage 
to have a series of certificates he could have them. ‘There was in the Act 
which there had never been before, a clause making it compulsory upon the 
Registrar to have no dealings with the land without the production of the 
certificate. Mr. Rubinstein had compared the system with the Torrens Act, 
but he was comparing two things which were esssentially different. The 
Torrens Act knew nothing but the indofeasible title, and there must thereforg 
be complete investigation and the boundaries made conclusive; and, therefors, 
in every case the property had to be re-surveyed, which of course meant 
considerable expense. The only other objection was upon one or two questions 
of construction ; but he had never ‘yet founi an Act of Parliament u 
which there was not an opportunity for dispute until the courts had 
decided the conflicting construction. Mr. Rubinstein had complained that 
the Act was not a consolidating Act. He was afraid they had all 
to make that complaint not only of the Land Transfer Act, buat of all 
Acts. It arose from the exigencies of Parliamentary discussion. As a 
matter of fact, the consolidation of these two Acts was actually in draft now, 
Whether it would be brought in during the next or the following session he 
did not know, but no one was more a'ive to the defect of having to refer back 
than those who framed the Bill which became the Act of 1897. The whole 
of the law societies acquiesced 7 the view hee ot had come t> the point that 
a compromise was necessary. ‘The principal other point was, it was 
g2sted, that because Lord Cairns had been against compulsion of tit, 
therefore we ought not now to have compulsion, because he was a great 
conveyancer, whereas the Lord Chancellors responsible had neither of them 
had practice in conveyancing. But it must be borne in mind that when Lord 
Cairns was asked to make titles compulsory, titles were in a very different 
state from now. There were now n? end of things in shortened Acts, and 
others which had greatly simplified titles, and made that possible which 
Lord Cairns was then satisfied was not either possible or desirable. His own 
view of the Act came to this, not arguing it on the question of regi 
of titles as against deeds, or the present system—the reason, principally, 
that he eg the motion was that they had coms rather to @ 
parting of the ways, and it had come to be absolutely essential 
to have some sort of experiment. All he hoped was that they should 
all take care that that experiment was full and fair; that the ares 
should be sufficient, and the business also. But why shculd it be 
made compulsory at all? He would tell them why he at least was satisid 
that compulsion was absolutely essential. It was urged very strongly that 
a certain, steady flow of business should be insured, to seo what the offics 
coulido under pressure, because it had been argued against the Bill that 
there would be a block, and that it would be impossible to transact the 
business, and that there would be great delays, and soon. It was said that 
if a district were given where the registry could estimate on fifty or sixty or 
two hundred dealings daily, a staff could be got together accordingly, and 
fees could be reduced almost to a nominal amount. That was what had been 
done. The authorities knew within a very little the number of deads that wert 
dealt with in the Middlesex Residicy day byday. They knew also that thew 
deeds came from the area which they were able to put under the compu 
system, and they could very easily, by separating from these ssttlements 
and mortgages, arrive at the number of dealings they would have, and from 
that they were able to deduce the cost and to reckon the fee3, and no one could 
complain that the fees were not exceedingly reasonable, and very little mor 
than nominal. He thought it was too late to oppose the syatem simply om 
the ground of its novelty. After all, to whichever branch of. the profession 
they belo: , they were the servants, not the masters of the public. 
if the public chose to be unreasonable, and were determined to have a trial 
of a certain system, it was the duty of lawyers—and he believed it would 
also be to their interest—that they should have that trial, and that lawyer 
did take care that what the public really wanted they should do their best 
carry out. It might be that in the carrying of it out it would be shown that 
the system was unworkable. Personally, he believed it would be found tobe 
successful. But the alternative would be far more serious. Suppose i 
Bill of 1895 had ae me under which the whole of England would hate 
been put under the compulsory system at once, without any precautim 
without local option, without precaution that what was done should be doa? 
by a trained body of men, without any opportunity of P, 
being again consulted, without any reduction of the fees, would af 
they have been in a very much worse position than now, when, by score 
the — ia the limited form in which the Act put it, they had » 
t and practice that the validity or invalidity of objections to tht 


aibility of fraud. As for the fraud by which a purchaser put a large ' system should be tested, and that the public might have what they certaialf 
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considered desirable at present—namely, some sort of reform in the 
conduct of land conveyancing in England ? 

Mr, Neve Tessutr thought it would be a comparatively costly and 
expensive matter to have a title registered, and therefore the system ought 
not to be forced upon any unfortunate sct of landowners, even ns an 

riment. 

= r. W. J. Burt said he was a member of the sub-committee appointed 
by the London County Council to consider the mitter. He coald not help 
thinking that the Incorporated Law Socie y had not done their best for 
solicitors. Solicitors could not think otherwise than that this was a very 
Jarge and dangerous experiment indeed. The County Council were dealers 
jn property to the extent of about £2,000,000, but the conveyancing solicitor 
to the Council, who had been in his seat for thirty years, had only had one 
istered title through the office. Ile was not aware that the public had 
ed for this Act. The majority of the public did not understand the 
matter at all. A firm of solicitors at Brighton had sent to the London 
County Council a most appalling list of cases of difficulty which occurred in 
their practice, and asked what was to be done in these cases when the Act 
was in operation? The solicitor for the County Council had told him he 
should not bother about registering the land held by the Council 
unless he was compellei; they were not going to sell it. It 
seemed to him (Mr. Bull) that that would be the case with a great 
landowners in London. Already the sub-committee of the 
Council] had discovered a great a defects in the Act. They 
were considering whether it should be applied to the north-west 
of the County of Middlesex in the County of London for the 
first part, to the east side of the county; secondly and thirdly, to 
the County of Surrey. It seemed to him it would be a source of difficulty 
if the Act was compulsory in one part of the county and not in another, 
and he could not help thinking that it would have been better if, instead of 
putting it before the wealthy County of London, where property of such 
enormous value was at stake, it had been tried on a smaller scale to start 

ith 


with. 

Mr. 8. E. Hunpanp spoke in opposition to the Act. 

Mr, Rusinsrery, in reply, said the grounds of opposition were plain. 
Solicitors said the present system was workable and not extravagant, and 
satisfied the clients ; and why they should try and compromise with people who 
did not understand anything about it, he could not tell. The Act had been 
brought into existence t> a large extent by the agitation of people who 
knew absolutely nothing about the subject. It had stated by one of 
these that the expenses of a sale of land for £10,000 amounted to £1,000. 
Under the scale the remuneration would be £7. These were the kind of 

itators who were going about talking of long deeds and heavy expenses. 

en it was suggested that solicitors were placing themselves in a strong 
position by aliowing compromise to come into operation, but it was not 
stated what was to be done with the registry office after the three years. 
There would have to be a big office and a large staff, in fact Mr. Lake had 
said it must be adequate to the work. It would be to the interest of the officials 
to fight for their existence, and no Government will then be able to dislodge 
them. They knew that Mr. Lake 7 with authority. He waa accredited, 
with being a part author of the Act. He (Mr. Rubinstein) had been exceedingly 
pleased to be ” right by Mr. Lake. It might be that the Act was one 
which required such an intimate knowledge as Mr. Lake possessed to 
understand it. He (Mr. Rubiostein) had misread it, and other people might 
misread it. Mr. Lake told them they were all wrong about this indefeasible 
title that practically they would not get. 

Mr. Laxz : Not unless they ask for it. 

Mr. Rupinstzin: But you won't get it if you ask for it, unless the 
Registrar goes through a forty years’ title. 

Mr, Lake: I have got it in all my property, which is rather large. 
itat less expense than I should otherwise. 

Mr. Rustnsrein ventured to think that the authorities knew Mr. Lake, 
and that they would have in him a friend. But he was a of the 
average man, and he thought the ordinary individual would not be able to get 
an indefeasible title. Then Mr. Lake said that if they could not get an 
indefeasible title, they could get a qualified title ; that would be worse t‘an 
weless. Then he said they would get a possessory title, in other words, they 
must add an extra expense. 

— Lake: Just as he would for registering in Middlesex; no more, rather 


I got 


Mr. ‘wean said that Mr, Lake asserted that the fees would bs 
nowinal. 

Mr. Laxe: That is provided by the Act. 

Mr. Runinstein observed that the same office registered deeds in Middle- 
sex. That was mere clerical work ; but the time required was from ten days 
to 8 fortnight. How would the certificate be got out within twenty-four 
hours, as Mr. Lake had said would be the case ? 

Mr, Lake: It is a much simpler matter. 

Mr. Rustnsrein said that Mr. Lake told them the fees wore absolutely 
nominal, less than in the Middlesex Reg'stry, where, at present, five shillings 
was payable, But the Registrar would have to look at the deed and 
examine it and make plans and surveys. There was a section of the Act 
which provided that fees should be raised from time to time so as to produce 
am annual amount sufficient to discharge the salaries and other expenses, 
including the annual contribution to the insurance fund. Supposing these 
nominal fees did not produce sufficient, where was the money to come from ? 

Mr. Laxe : The Treasury. There is a provision for it. 

Mr. Rusinsrerw said that meant that the taxpayers of the country were 
to be mulcted for the experiment. If that was so, why not be frank and say 
sof Then the taxpayers had a right to have a voice in the matter. 

Mr. Laxe: They have got it. 

Mr. Rusinsre asse that then they did not know what they had got. 
He ventured to say the office could not be carried on at the nominal fees 


Mr. Lake had spoken of. When a man had obtained the possessory certificate, 
what had he got? They did not give up their deeds ; they had got something 
additional to put on the title the deed for twenty odd years, That 
was not generally understood to be the object of the Act. It was to simplify 
titles, not to increase the documents. He could not see where the advantage 
of the Act came in, quite the con! . He said they would have to ge to 
officials at every step and still have to produce their deeds and titles, with the 
addition that at every step they wou'd have to say, “ Hasit been daly 
registered? Have you a possessory title?"’ And in these circamstances he 
thought he was justified in asking the meeting to carry the resolution. 

Tce motion was then put; when six votes were given in its favour and ten 
against. It was ngly lost by four votes. It should be stated that 
there was a much larger attendance, but only members of the socicty 
were permitted to vote. 


THE SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The following syllabus of lectures and papers for the session 1897-1898 
has been issued. By the kind permission of the benchers of the Honourable 
Societies of Lincoln’s-inn, Inner Temple, Middle Temple, and Gray’s-inn, 
the lectures will be delivered in the lecture rooms of the Inns of which 
the lecturers are members. The chair will be taken at 7 p.m. pony & 
Auy questions or observations on the lectures must be reserved until the 
close, when, if time permits and it is desirable, a short discussion will be 
invited. The lectures are open to all the members of the association, and 
each member will be allowed to introduce friends connected with the legal 
profession. Non-members will be admitted on production of tickets or 
syllabuses, which can be obtained at the office of the association. 

The Right Hon. Lord Justice Vaughan Williams will take the chair at 
the ina lecture on the 23rd of November. 

The Right Hon. Lord Justice Chitty has kindly promieed to be present, 
if possible 


j 1897. 
Nov. 23.--Inaugural Lecture—‘* Contracts Implied by Law,”’ by T. W. 


Wheeler, Esq., 9.0. (In Lecture Room A ofthe Inner Temple.) 
Dec. 14.— ure—‘‘Detinue uuder the Judicature Act,” by J. G. 
Witt, Esq., Q.C. (In the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn.) 


1898. 


Jan. 18.—Lecture—‘‘ Equitable Charges,” by Alfrad Hopkinson, Eeq , 
Q.C.,M.P. (In the Old , Lincoln’s-inn.) 

Feb. 1.—Lecture—‘‘ Legal Cruelty’? (Divorce), by J. A. Rentoul, Esq., 
LL D.,Q.C., M.P. (In the Lecture Room of the Inner Temple ) 

Feb. 15.—Paper—‘‘ Trusts and the Trustee Acts,’’ by R. Bramwell 
Davis, Esq.,Q.C. (In the Lecture Room of the Inner Temple.) 

March 1.—Lecture—‘ Practice of the Commercial Court and its applic- 
ability to Queen’s Bench procedure Fc ag all by J. A. Hamilton, Esq. 
(In the Lecture Room of the Inner ee) 

Nov. 15.—Paper—‘‘ Some Doubtful Points on Company Law,” by D. 
—._ Esq., LL.B. Lond. (In the Lecture Room of the Middle 

‘emple. 

March 29.—Paper—‘‘The Finance Acts, 1394-6," by J. Austen- 
Cartme)l, Esq , M.A. (In the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn.) 

April 19.—Lecture—‘‘ Bankruptcy,’’ by Alex. H. Carrington, Esq. 
the Lecture Room of the Inner Ten:pl 
May 3.—Lecture—“ Bills of Sale,”’ 
the Lecture Room of Grays’-inn ) 


(In 
e. 
by Herbert Reed, Esq., Q.0. (In 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were called to the Bar on Wednesday : 

Lincoin’s-1nn.—Called to the Bar this term.—Mark Beauchamp Pea- 
cock, jun., M.A., Trinity Coll., Oxford; Arthur Harold Mather, King's 
Coli., Cambridge; Arthur Melville Champernowne, of Cbrist Church, Ox- 
ford; George Dunston Timmis, B.A., Christ Church Coll., Oxford; 
Henry Hervert Riley-Smith, Toulston-lodge, Tadcaster; and Binod 
Chunder Mitter, B.A., B.L., Osloutta University. 

Inner Temrrze.—Thomas Lane O 
Woollcombe Barton O’Neal, B.A., Cambrid 
Oxford ; Edgar George Storey, B.A., Camb: ; Samuel Henry Rams 
den, B.A., Oxford; Ardeshir Kaikhoshru Cama, B.A., LL B., Cam- 
bridge; Hon. Hubert George ate y Howerd, Oxford; Edward Watkins 
Cave; John Felix Kershaw, B.A, Oxford ; er Hazell, B.A., 
Oxford; George William Heywood; Herbert Incledon Pilcher, 
BA., Oxford; Robert Ellis; William Melville Foster, M.A., 
B.0.L., Oxford; Frank Shackleford, B.A., Oxfori; Allan Stewart 
Ramsay; Wallingford Mendelson, Cambridge ; Edward Aubrey Thomas, 
BA., Oxford; Edward Wilfrid Fordham, B.A., Cambridge; Obarles 
Frederick Rumboll, M.D., B.S., Durham; Henry Alwyn Bros, B.A., 
Oxford ; and Thomas Clarke Pilling Gibbons. 

Mipvie Tsmris.— Francis Herf 
Charles Thomas, M.A., B.C.L., Exeter +» Oxford; Kashmiri Mull ; 
William Caine, B.A., Oxford University; Sisir Kumar Mullick, B.A., 
Calcutta University ; Baliol Edward Scott, B.A., University Ooll., Oxford: 
Major Albert Farrar Gatliff, London University (J. J. Powell Prizeman) ; 
Douglass Horace em peng Nut Behari Chatterji; Frank Noel Keen, 
LL.B. ; and Walter Herbert Baxter. 





B.A., Oxford; Thomas 
; Edward Hilliard, B A., 


London University ; Alfred 








Gray's-1nn.—Leonard William Bangley, B.A., Corpus Christi Co] 
Cambridge; Henry De-Soberop, merchant, of Stretfo:d-road, Maschotee ; 
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and William Stanley Varenne Oullerne, clerk to the Guardians of the 
Guildford Union. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupsnts’ Desatinc Socrety.—Nov. 2.—Mr. Arthur E. Olarke in 
the chair.—The on for debate was: ‘‘ That this society disapproves 
as the ‘Forward Policy’ in India.’’ Mr. Hamilton Fox opened in the 
affirmative, and Mr. A. Hildesheimer opened in the negative. The follow- 
ing members also spoke: Messrs. Haseldine Jones, R. H. Armstrong, 
G. G. Baily, R. A. Cordon, and E. A. Alexander. The chairman summed 
up. 

Nov. 9.—Mr. Neville Tebbutt in the chair.—The subject for debate was : 
** A., the active partner in a firm consisting of himself and B. and C., two 
dormant partners, instructs D., a solicitor, to conduct an action for 
the recovery of a debt due to the firm. Whilst action pending the 
partnership is dissolved, and B. and C. retire from the business. D. then 
receives indirect notice of the dissolution, and learns for the first time of 
the existence B. and C., but B. and OC. did not do anything to withdraw 
D.’s retainer. Are B. and C. liable to D. for the costs in the action in- 
curred su uently to the dissolution?’’ (see Court v. Berlin, 1897, 2 
Q. B. 396). Mr. A. Dixon opened in the affirmative; Mr. F. H. Stevens 
epened, and Mr. E. W. Hales seconded, in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: Messrs. C. A. Anderson, C. Herbert-Smith, Hamilton 
Fox, Archibald Hair, Haseldine Jones, G. G. Baily, D. 8S. Cornock, and 
J. H. Bate. B. and C. were declared liable by 10 votes. 


Nov. 16.—Mr. Archibald Hair in the chair.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘‘ That this society approves of the minority report of the West 
India Royal Commission.’* Mr. A. F. OC. Bolton opened in the affirma- 
tive; Mr. Charles A. McCurdy opened in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: Messrs. J. 8. Wilkinson, G. W. Powers, John 
Blair, Hamilton Fox, Dr. Herbert-Smith, P. L. H. Canning, E. A. 
—* and Neville Tebbutt. The motion was carried by five 
votes. 


LORD ESHER’S FAREWELL. 


On Monday last the Lord Chief Justico’s Court was crowded with members 
of the profession desirous of shewing respect to Lord Esher. There were 
| gs on the bench, in addition to Lord Esher, the Lord Chief Justice, 

he Master of the Rolls, Sir Francis Jeune, Lord Justice A. L. Smith 
Lord Justice Rigby, Lord Justice Chitty, Lord Justice Collins, Lord 
Justice Vaughan Williams, Mr. Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice Barnes, Mr. 
Justice Kennedy, Mr. Justice Bigham, Mr. Justice Darling, Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Justice Romer, 
and Mr. Justice Byrne. 

The Atrorney-Genzrat (the Bar standing), after referring to Lord 
Esher’s career at the Par, said: When, my lord, in 1868, you relinquished 
the high position of Solicitor-General to become one of the judges of the 
old Court of Common Pleas, there were not a few who thought that you 
had somewhat abruptly terminated what might have been a great Parlia- 
mentary or forensic career. But, my lord, a few months were sufficient to 
satisfy all that in undertaking the great <2 gpa of a judge you 
were accepting the duties of an office which you were well qualified to 
fulfil. Many of us remember the great commercial years of prosperity 
and the Guildhall sittings unshorn of any of their ancient glory, and can 
remember the trial of many causes in which your lordship’s business know- 
ledge and acquaintance with commercial affairs came out in strong relief. 
Your translation to the Court of Appeal in 1876, and your selection as 
Master of the Rolls, following one of the quickest thinkers who 
has ever adorned the English Bench, are steps in your career 
which met with universal approval and approbation. I pause not to 
consider whether the twenty-nine years during which your lordship has 
occupied high judicial position is without precedent, but this I say, with- 
out fear of criticism, that from the day when your lordship first sat upon 
the bench until the duy of your retirement your career has been one of 
continuous and increasing success. Your lordship made your court a 
tribunal for business men in which mercantile usages and mercantile cus- 
tome were ped and appreciated, and while you endeavoured to bring 
to bear to the case which you had to decide all the 1 knowledge at 
your disposal, you never permitted any legal technicalities to interfere 
with what you believed to be substantial justice. We at the Bar have 
winced at times under the searching criticisms of our arguments — 
criticisms which led us to stand up, as your lordship would have wished 
us to stand up, against the interlocutory comments, for the moment per- 
haps adverse to the views which we were expressing on behalf of our 
cliente. But your lordship’s comments left no sting behind, and on re- 
flection we felt that your great object was first to ascertain the facts, and 
then to endeavour to eee that justice should be done. I have but one 
more word to eay. There is one feeling to which expression must be given, 
and that is the conviction which has rested in the hearts of every member 
of the Bar of your constant and unswerving loyalty to our profession. 
Though you were far above us, you still wished to be one of us; you 
sapemed our wants and our aspirations; you have shared our joys and 
our sorrows. It is this feeling which made it impossible that you should 
be allowed to retire in silence ; it is this feeling which will link you with 
us in the future as it has in the past; it is this feeling which will make 
aga with you a wealth of good wishes of far more value than an 

le words in which I have expressed them; it is this feeling which 
makes it so difficult for me to ray the word which can scarcely be uttered 
by friends—1 mean, farewell. 

Lord Esurr, in reply, after a few jocular remarks, said: It is true that 





on the bench, when I was in the tion of an officer on the quarter 
deck, I had, and was obliged to give, occasionally, words of command; 
but the moment one leaves the deck one is nothing but a fellow és 
and I have been nothing but a fellow-barrister with you always. It isi, 
that character, therefore, that I desire to speak to you to-day. Now, next 
came to my mind what should be the tone which I should adopt. Shall 
be the tone of sadness, as of a last dying speech and confession, or shall] 
say that which I feel—that I am as happy as a man can feel under thy 
circumstances in which I now am? I have been a judge assisted by you 
all, by most of you who are here ore. almost all the agency = for 
twenty-nine years and some months. I believe myself it is the 1 
riod ever known during which a judge has sat on the bench as a j 
believe so; but I am not quite sure. I have ceased to be a judge, ang 
the Queen has given me an unusual mark of approval, and that mark ang 
your presence here to-day, and saying what you have said, have made mg 
not only happy, but happy as a man can possibly be. You have mentioned 
the mode in which, or the circumstances under which, I became a j 
Well, all I will say to all of you is this—I became a judge because I had 
made up my mind and will from the beginning that I would beg 
judge. But do not suppose that I had no checks, and that there were not 
occasionally times when I thought that I was what people call passed 
which never really exists, as there is nothing to pass over, because we an 
all equals; but what I said to myself was, ‘‘ Never mind, this is buta 
but I will go on and I will get to the top if it is possible todo so.” 
recommend that to youall. I may say this as to my own method since] 
was a judge—lI feel confident that never on any one single occasion aj 
any period of my judicial career have I done anything except try, from 
the beginning of each case until it was ended, to get at the truth of the 
matter. I have never allowed my attention to be called to anything ele 
in court. I have listened to witnesses ; I have listened to arguments, and 
I have tried to test them and to consider them as they went on; and 
great desire was, first of all, to come to a right determination as to what 
was the truth of the case in respect of which the parties were in dispute, 
I , of course, of civil actions. I have never been an enemy to the 
mode of investigation before the case comes into court. I 
se been a —— of the means by which the parties can bring them- 
selves to the issue. I think that those means are sometimes, and not 
seldom, abused ; that people will take objections and ask questions and 
insist on rights which are not wanted in the particular case. But, how- 
ever that may be, when once the case has come into court, my desire and 
effort have been to get at what is the true state of things ; and whether there 
has been a proper compliance with the preliminary steps at that moment 
has become entirely immaterial. I never could bring myself to think that 
a judicial tribunal ought to allow a person’s rights to be overthrown 
because there had been some mistakes made in the preliminary steps or 
investigations by those who were his advisers. Well, having got, asf 
have to get, at the true facts of the case, I then had to consider what 
was the law. Iam speaking, as I have said, of civil actions and disputes 
between parties. The duty of the judge is to find out what is the rule 
which people of candour and honour and fairness in the position of the 
two parties would apply in respect to the matter in hand. That is the 
common law of England, and there is no other law. It is not only the 
common law, but if we go to op it is the eame thing. The lawof 
England is not a science; it is a practical application of the rule 
of right and wrong to the particular case before the court. And 
the canon of law is that that rule should be — and applied to 
the case which ple of honour and candour and fairness in such @ 
transaction would apply each to the other. Now, if that be so, if any 
supposed rule uf law is put forward which would prevent the rule of right 
ro applied, the supposed rule of law must be wrong; and if it ever be 
all that the law will prevent the truth being established and 
the court to say that that is not true which is true—if ever any such 
of law is attempted to be put forward it must be wrong, and I hav 
always said so. Now, what the rules of right and wrong in the 
case are must be determined in each particular case ; but nobody can hare 
read the re of decisions of a= judges from the earliest times ia 
land without trying to find in those reports the mode and manner ia 
which those lohees tare stated the rule of conduct of the court, and that 
is what is called authority. But no decision—at least, in my opinion—of 
judge as to the rule of law other than in an Act of Parliament can 
any court now to say that they were prevented from deciding that to 
true which was in reality true ; there is no such thing in the law as a rile 


which says that the court shall determine that to be true which the court 


believesand knows tobe untrue. Now, those being the rules of conduct which 
I have laid down for myself, I have tried to carry those rules through 
I have been assisted, as you must all know, by judges sitting with me 
whose aid has been to me inestimable. I have been fortunate enough @ 
retire, as I may say, with a mark, an unusual mark, given to me—a mack 
which I think has never been given to any judge for mere legal condust 
since the time of Lord Coke. I have received that mark from the or 
and that mark can leave nothing for me to wish. I now have 
from you this kind greeting, and I have only one painful word, as the 
Attorney-General has said, to use from beginning to end, and that is @ 
say to all of you, Good-bye. 

Lord Esusr then bowed to the Bar, and, having shaken hands witt 
some of the judges, retired. 








WaAknNING TO InTENDING Hovss Purncuaszers AND Lesszes.—Before put 


chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. 
Bros., 65, Victoria- Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of 

particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. | 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 

Oxnpzr or Court. 

Thursday, the 11th day of November, 1897. 
pathin, do Com Onder ti that the Actions aa : ed in the Schedule 
hereto be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kekewich (1897—G.—No. 1,530). 


Galloway, Matthews and Company Limited 
fetes igen Meskbomn Pearson v Galloway, Matthews and Oompany 
Limited. 


Mr. Justice Kekewich (1897—G.—No. 1,552). 


Galloway, Matthews and Company Limited. 
ad Frederick George Weber v Galloway, Matthews and Company 


Mr. Justice Kekewich (1897—G.—No. 735). 
Galloway, Matthews aud Company Limited. 
— Frederick George Weber v Phavles Lyon Markham Pearson and 
another, and Galloway, Matthews and Company Limited. 
Mr. Justice Kekewich (1897—S.—No. 366). 
In the Matter of The Victory Cycle Manufacturing Syndicate Limited. 
Harry Lindsay Savory v The Victory Cycle Manufacturing Syndicate 
Limited. Hatssvry, C. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced on the 10th inst. of Mr. Joun Waiaur, the 
Registrar of the Bloomsbury County Court, at the age of sixty-three 
ars. Mr. Wright was admitted in 1859, and had been Registrar at 
Secmebury for nearly thirty-two years. His ability in the discharge of 
his duties gained for 





m well-deserved popularity. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Justice Riptzy, Mr. Bovsrrerp, Q.C., M.P., and Mr. Boypzi. 
Hovcuton have been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of the 
Inner Temple. 

The Honourable Jounn Avevstvus pz Grey, barrister, has been appointed 
Recorder of King’s Lynn, in the place of Mr. Carlos Cooper, deceased. 


Mr. Morton Wri114m Surtu, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Rochester, in the place of Mr. Justice Channell. 


Mr. Joszspx Watton, Q.C., has been elected Vice-Chairman of the Bar 
Council, ip the place of Mr. Justice Channell. 


Sir Howarp Exrutnstone, Bart., has been appointed to represent 
the Bar Council upon the Rule Committee under ion 22 (2) of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897. 


Mr. Joun Etpon Banxezs, barrister, has been appointed Junior Com- 
mon Law Counsel to the Office of Woods. 


, GENERAL, 


At the opening of the Manx High Court on Monday the Clerk of the 
Rolls made a sympathetic allusion to the tion of Sir W. L. Drink- 
water, the First Deemster. He had occu a seat on the Bench fora 
peiod of time unexampled in the annals of the country, and they all knew 

_— ple ithe ertnews — yay with it. ve 
ment orth expressions of regre m the Legislature, from t! 
bench, from the bar, nit from the general public such as no other event 
in our time had called forth. The cause was not far to seek. Mr. Ring, 
om behalf of the Bar, said that they were all of one mind with his Honour 
and reciprocated the sentiments which he had expressed. 

A correspondent of the St. James’s Gazette says that O’Connell was 
counsel in a case before Lord Norbury, who, it will be had 
been one of the old school of fire-eating barristers in Ireland, and when 
taised to the Bench reminded his Bar of this by observing that he hoped 
to give satisfaction to them on the bench, and off if necessary. In the 
course of O’Connell’s argument, Lord Norbury, who evidently was not in 
best of humours, interrupted him several times somewhat unnecessarily, 
and at last O’Connell paused in his argument and said, “‘I am afraid tha 
your lordship does not apprehend me'’; whereu Lord Norb 
retorted, “Phen the fault must be mine, for there is no one in Treland 
who can be so easily apprehended when he wishes it as Mr. O’Connell.”’ 


The Council of Education will shortly consider the appointments 

ofthe readers in the law of real and mel poenarly 208 Om 
common law, equity, evidence, p ure and law, i 
law and legal history, Roman law, jurisprudence, and in’ law ; 
and the assistant readers in the law of real and personal property and 
conveyancing, common law, equity, Roman law, j and in- 
temational law. The council will be glad to receive, not later Mon- 
day, the 22nd of November, at the office of the council, Lincoln’s-inn 
» the names of any gentiemen who are desirous of being appointed, 





y 
together with any testimonials they may wish to submit to the council, 
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over the Court of King’s 
antil the ge of clghig-fons, thet Me: Juntion Eineah (eawen “ 
un 0 -four ; R as 
Sus Tied,” Seatens ko eahaal 
S: fours fay ‘iin aa sah ae 
of January over «five ; 
a Baron of : in 


of the Exchequer in 1738, resigned the Chief Baronship in 1772. 
On the 16th of November, — te pt day of Michaelmas Term, 
the treasurer (Mr. Mattinson, Q.C.) benchers of Gray’s-inn enter- 
i i viz., His Royal hness Prince 
Christian, K.G., the Rolls (the Right Hon. Sir Nathaniel 
set cn te em aca, Sat Nec 
: K.C LE. MP. the Presiden Incorporated 


Henry H. Howorth, K 
Law Bociety (Mr. William Godden) 


wiands, Q.0., Master James S) Rote, 
His Honour Judge Paterson, Master M Q.C., Master 
Lewis Coward, Master Master ,C.B., Master 


On the 11th inst. the University of Cambridge conferred the degree of 
LL.D. (honoris causi) upon the Lord Chief Justice of England. Sub- 
sequently the Vice- entertained a distinguished forty of the 
legal profession in the hall of . J 
in replying to the toast of his 
ee eee the University and the profession of the law was, to his 
mind, most appropriate. He referred y 
culum which netert preanes Foy vy bb Los itself. He did not 
say for one moment with regard to the eee ney anes 
Goat and westal work ts he Sediing af Se Mie its scientific aspects, 
ut he must say, and he was old enough to 
education in this coun what 


ee ee — Case Wee many oe 
0} , @ barrister of seven * standing was cligible for 
position in the country Having regendl t thah, could they coa- 
tinue to claim those ex by showing to the world 
that the men who claimed to puvilages hed & just right to 
possess them by the means of superior attainments ? 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


DEATH. 
-—Nov. John’: Archibald Scott Lawson, of 
ry ‘Nov. B at * ye mom ae 's Wood, 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
OF ENSUING WEEE. 


SALES 
Nov. 23.—Mesars. Desennam, Tewsox, Faauen, & Batoazwarer, at the Mart, at 2 p.cc. 
Freehold Brentwood, Esnex ; to be sold in 16 Lots, embracing in 450 
acres, with old ag ag and Cottage . Solicitors, 


Stokes, as, 
Kingsbury Brewery Co. ; Leasehold Investment in the 
fon Mest Piledinghs Woolley, Baines, & Woolley, of 


<. etaiiom, 3 oa ai 
“hats ay lov. 6, p. 
Nov 26.—Messrs. Baxze & Bows, at the - at 2 p.m., Investments 
apnum, secured upon Solicitors, 
EGov, Lawton. (See Nov. 6, p. 22.) 


RESU: OF 
At Messrs. H. E. F & Craxrreip’s Monthl: coegety, Andica, Bt Oa. 
on Wednesday ‘ast, a Freehold Ground-rent of £90 6d. per annum, being one- 














54 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








twelfth of a sum of £370 per annum, secured on 81 shops and houses at Chelsea, was sold 
for which works out at a little under 60 years’ purchase. At the same time they 
News ore Tae Oe pet oes for five years on the business premises, 
0. 
i eriodical Sale of Reversions, Life Policies, &c., on 
at the Mart, E.C., when the following were the Lots Sold :— 








ERSIONS : £ a. 4. 

Absolute to £12,000 Cash ; life 60 . Bold 6925 0 0 

Absolute to 328 Cumulative Pre ference Shares of £10 each i in 

John Fowler & Co., Leeds ; ove » 1,160 0 0 

LIFE INTEREST : 

In about £730 ‘e Re ed lot Tab 5,900 0 0 
RENT-CHARGE ‘POSSESSION : 

Of £200 a ye , &e. pe 8,050 0 0 
POLICIES F ASSURANCE: 

For £1,500; life 72 ” , Sais oti cae éas - 1,280 0 0 

For £5°0; life 69 ee ie OE IES. 

For £600; life 72 bee sed en , ” 300 0 0 
The total of the sale amounted to £18,885. 

WINDING | UP NOTICES. 
London G —Faipa 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laorep m Caanorrr. 

Cuuncu Sraezt (Sovrn Snore) Laxp Syxpicate, Liurrep—Cred ired, on or 
before Dec 15, to send their names addresses, and th saute rs of their ne 
claims, to Thomas Forrester, 15, Withnell rd, South Shore, Blackpool, Hardman, 

» solor to liquidator 
CooLeaRpiE. Crwrrat, a for winding Nov 10, directed to be 


on Nov 24. —- Tee, Copthall avenue, solors for 
Notice of appeatiog ba 


—- the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
afternoon of Nov 


Desurco Spaixe Ween, Co, Limrrep—Peta for winding up, ae ge Oct 25, directed 
directed to be heard on Nov 24. Ward & Co, 85. h st, solor for petnere. 
Notice 4 appearing must reach the ahove-damuall not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Nov 23 

Finst Mortoace Desextune axp Securitizs Corporatioy, ong Penne are 

on or before Dec 16, to send in their names the particulars 

of debts or claims, to Arthur James Sellars, 48, Copthall a 

oS S. Peres. Lawitep (m Liquipation)—Creditors are rior on or before Dec », 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Hobert Willisns Bilby, 9, Bucklersbury. Fanshawe, 25, Bucklersbury, solor to liqui- 


New Queewx Gorp Mixixe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to 
and their names and addresses, and the Cae ‘of their — or claims, to to Mr 
James Durie Pattullo, 71 and 72, King William st. Davidson & Morriss, 40 and 42, 


Queen Victoria st, solors to liquidator 

Norts oy Evrore Gas Lieut anv Coxe Co, Lamrrep—Creditors are Le on or 
before epee gh STE de AT , and iculars of 
their debts or to W: Thomas Hay, 9, Lincoln’s ian fields. uesday, Jan 


11, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the — pay claims 
Paar Ixpustrizs Synpicatz, Lourep (1m ‘Ligotpatiox) Credit required, 
lore Nov 24, to send in their names and ad d the gertiochaes © of their debts 
or claims, to H. Underwood, 15, Walbrook 
Szrve ayp Mersey Steam Suir Co, em = a on or before Dec 13, 
their names , and th their debts or claims, to 
Spencer, 41, North John st, Tivenped. Collins & Co, Liverpool, 


solors for liquidator 
“Sr. Denis” Stream Suir Co, ga dit i on or before Dec 13, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the saeco of ‘hetr debts or claims, to 
Spencer, 41, North John st, Liverpool. Collins & Co, Liverpool, 





solors for liquidator 
“Sr. Georcr” Steam Suir Co, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 13, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the — of their debts or claims, to 


William Crossman Spencer, 41, North John st, Liverpool. Collins & Co, lena 
solors for liquidator / 
— Corre Tavern Co, a are required, on or before Dec 2%, to 
send their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Philip Pugh, JP. J.P., Morgan st, Thadepes Dauncey, Tredegar, solor to liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Lorat Epwanp Lopez, Mertayr Unity Paitanturoric Ixstirvrioy, Windsor Hotel, 
¥ . typridd, Glam. Nov 3 
8r. er’s PrespyTeeiax Faiexpiy Bexerit Society, Union Presbyterian Church, 
Fountain rd, Liverpool. Oct 20 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, _- 
JOINT 8TOCK COMP 
Luonrep um CaanorryY. 
Beaumont & Heartucors, Longe Cette are required, on or before Wednesday, 
their names and addresses, and the 7 of their debts or cain, 
ne , 104, King st, Manchester. J. & E. Whitworth, Mancheste 


pinion for igeidaor Co, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on “_ before Monda; 

14, to send names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or dat, Move 
mndon. Monday, March 28, at 12, st 
ies ( (Winding up’, is appointed for hearing and 
upon the debts and claims 


adj 
Joum Wacersrr & & Co, Luatrep—Petn for winding up will be heard on Friday, Dec & 

Emmet & Co, 14, bury sq, agents for Robert Innes, Manchester otice of 
antoek te the above-camed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


New = wee Assunaxce Conporation, Limitep—Creditors - required to .% ie 
Eon bere Pelidee claims, a — way to J. E. Bowes and F. 
fohnson, Equitable Building, George ney, 

Norriauan Operative Tatvors’ Gp-drenasien Society, Liuirep — Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 15, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to William R. Hamilton, 4, Bridlesmith gate, Nottingham 

Scorr’s Stanparp Pxevumatic Trae Co, Limrtep—Credi are required, on or before 

@ Jan 1, to send in their names and a and the of their debts or claims, 

— ‘or 


oh pee: 

: mired, on or before Dec 11, to send their 
a pe a tay 
pesees onl eftoees 


debts or claims, to William Barclay 
1607 JustLer Sires Synxpicate, Limrtep—Creditors a: 
es and addresses, and th 


A NiBB, 


ye segue’, on or before Dec 28, to 
send in their nam: o pastioioas of their debts or claims, to 
Henry Charles Wilson, 1, West ot, Finsbury dim. Board, 6, King st, Cheapside, solor 


for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Baaitzs Lasounsns’ Faizypiy Socirry, Girls’ Schoolroom, U; Brailes, Shi ~on- 
Bk Nor 8 Boome, Sas 1. N ta 
Macuanics’ Farexpiy Towtixe Society, 172, Richmond row, Liv ‘ov 10 
— Lescn t eal Socigry, Wheelbarrow barrow and Castle inn, Hadford, Rouse Lench 
‘orcester, Nov 


Srrrruzoate Unrrzp Broruzrs, White Lion Inn, Spittlegate, Grantham, Lincoln. 


Br. ziteis Loves, Pure Free Garpexers’ Fatexpiy Society, Crown Hotel, Holm- 





Nov. 20, 1897. 
— 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tunavay, Nov. 2. 

Beck, Cuantorrs, South Norwood Nov 26 Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 
Buaxemore, Joszrn, Wolverhampton Nov15 Court & Perry, Wolverhampton 
Cuicx, Enwarp, Sidmouth, Devon Nov29 Hargrove, Austin Friars 
Coorsr, Gzorcs Caster, Addlestone, Surrey Dec 9 Johnson & Master, Theobalds rj 
Coverpa.e, Henry, Kingston upon Hull Dec 8 Coverdale, Kingston upon Hull 
Davy, Francis, Riversmeet, Topsham, Devon Nov 30 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Dickinson, Saran Nograixa, Sutton, Surrey Nov22 Kerby, Lancaster place, Strand 
Ducs, Joux, Dewsbury, York, Butcher Nov 28 Dwyer, Dewsbury 


Freeman, Faances Avoeusta WILLIAMS, Whitchurch, nr Pangbourne, Oxford Dec 19 © 
& Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gissox, Rev Ropert Sowers, Hampstead Dec13 James & James, Ely pl, Holborn 


Ra Sain 


Pa te, 


GoLpscuipT, Pam, Dat Elizabeth, Cape of Good Hope, Merchant Dec15 Hollamsé : 


\ e 
Greaves, Epwagp Parnaick, Teddington Decl Fishers, Essex st, Strand 
Hawnsox, Many,Camberwell Decl J J Chapman, Gray’s iun sq 


Tarwerm, Soruia Fonster, Hampstead Dee 13 Jame; & James, Ely pl, Holborn 


Susssns, Cuszane, Audley, Stafford Nov6 Sproston, Neweastle under Lyme 
Hovanrox, Epwarp, Blackburn Decll Needham, Blackburn 

Jacxsos, Ann, Scarborough Decl Watts & Co, Scarborough 

Jacxsoy, Taomas, Scarborough Decl Watts & Co, Scarborough 

Jurrenizs, Eowrs, East Ham Decl Fassell & Co, Bristol 

Smee, Wages, Bagshot, Surrey, Lizensed Victualler Dec4 Darham & Co, King 


nm on es 

Mappock, Exizapern Mary, Audley, Stafford Nov6 Sproston, Newcastle under Lyme 

Moors, Exizasetu Ayn, Wimbledon Nov 20 Wm Edwin & Son, Borough High st 

Winey ee Bend Asylum, nr Melbourne, Victoria March 31 Brockbank & 

Oxstow,. Arraur Epwarp Marnwarine Exterxer, Old Alresford, Hants Novy 30 Shield 
& Mackarness, Alresford 

Paitiips, Wittiam Green, Manchester Dec2 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

Pick, Wri11M, Leeds, Chemist Dee 16 Wilkinson & Garland, Leeds 


Reapina, Epwarp, Priors Marston, Warwick, Farmer Dec 31 Pellatt, Banbury, Oxon . 


Suarpe, Marcus, Dover Jan1 Townsend & Sharpe, Gray’s inn sq 

Srosz, Exizaseta Siupsox, Norwich Dec 1 Simpson, Durham villas, Phillimowe 
Sicilians Exey, Forest hiil Deel Francis & Crookenden, New sq, Lincoln’s ing 
Syus, Dorcas, Surbiton hill, Surrey Nov 26 White & White, Court house, Epsom 
Ter.iey, Josers, Birmingham Dec2 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 

Tuors, ALExanpeR, Putney Dec2 GS & H Brandon, Essex st, Strand 

TrarrorD, Torr Wacker, Lincoln, Farmer Nov9 Hayes & Fox, Brigg 

Wittiams, Georae, Birmingham, Clerk Nov 20 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 

Witsow, Sauvet, Warrington Nov 20 Jenkins & Co, Warrington 


‘Wess, Mass, Grosvenor st, Berkeley sq Dec 11 Fraser & Son, Southamptoa st, 


bury 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 5. 


Boye, Roszrt, Buninyong, Victoria Dec2 St Barbe & Co, Delahay st, Westminster 
Baippox, Any, Somercotes, nr Alfreton, Derby Dec10 Eking & Wyles, Nottingham 
Brownino, Tuomas, Duke st, St James Dec6 Hy C Lambert, Queen Victoria st 
Bur.er, James Isaac, Vincent sq, Westminster Dee3 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq 
Cavetox, Extey, Southborough, Kent Dec13 Baileys & Co, Berners st 


Cocxsury, Euma Georaraya Eceavoa, Elvasten pl, Queen’s gate Nov23 Dimmi & 
Son, Wimpole st 
Cocxs, Mary Ann, Turnham Greea Nov 16 Hinds & Son, Goudhurst 


Coenen Snes Faeperic, St George’s rd, Ecclestcn sq Nov 23 Dimond & Sonj 
impole st - 
Cross, Hannan Ex.ey, Heaton, nr Bolton Dec1l Broadbent & Heelis, Bolton 


Dagurmaroy, Jouy, Old Broad st Dec10 Harries & Co, Nicho'as lane 

Dyer, Rosa, Gravesend Dec 22 Bew‘ey, Gravesend 

Eastwoop, Resecca, Bury Decl Openshaw, Bucy 

Exixe, Witt1am Georae, Nottingham Decl0 Ekinz & Wyles, Nottingham 

Fox, Heyry, North Acton Dec18 W A Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hamiroy, Evizasera, Welwyn, Hertford Decl Hawkins & Co, Hitchin, Herts 
Hamitron, Jame, Welwyn, Hertford, Valet Decl Hawkins & Co, Hitchin, Herts 
Hawe«rys, The Rev Canon Epwanp, Newport Dec 15 Ward & Co, Newport, Mon 
Hetwemawn, Louis, Dresden Jani14 Hollams & Co, Mincing la 

Heyuiy, Joseeu Georor, West Hampsteai Dec 14 North, Kensington 

Hunt, Jouy, Penketh, Lancs, Nurseyman Dec13 Robert Davies & Co, Warrington 
Irnvine, Mangia, Liverpool! Jan 6 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

Jurrzs, Henry, Newport Dec20 Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, Mon 

Lirttewoop, Cuaries, Middlestown, nr Wakefield Dec 3 Lister & Co, Wakefield 
Liversipez, WiLt1AK Georae, Sheffield, Chemist Jan1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
Luoyrp, Exvgzasor, Penge Dec 21 Layton & Co, Budge row 

Luoyp, Gzorar, Luce, nr Leominster Nov 15 Poundley, Bishop’s Castle, Salop 
Low, Frawcis, Notting hill Dec25 William Webb & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Lywes, Rey Joux, Weymouth Dec 21 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 

McManoy, Francis Yorxe, King st, St James Decl4 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 
Marti, Gosm Berean Tice, Port Elizabeth, South Africa, Book-keeper Dee 16 


Morrrtsor, ny Epwarp, Duke st, St James Dec15 Prior & Co, Lincoln-inn-fields 
Nico, Resecoa, Ennis, Texas Nov19 Chambers, Denton, nr Manchester 

Oartzs, Ben, Mirfield, York, Boat Owner Dec6 Wilson, Mirfield 

Oates, Wii14m, Mirfield, York, Boat Owner Dec6 Wilson, Mirfield 

Orn, Sanau, Clifton, Glos DecS Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
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Nov. 20, 1897- 


Picxxnixo, Atraep, Sydenham, Tailor Dec 20 Edel &iGaséon, King st 


Rexpatt, Rev Henry, Upper Norwood Dec8 Sutton & 


Rosixsos, Georce, Goxhill, Lincoln, Yeoman Feb14 Nowell & Co, Barton on Humber 
Sxrxwen, Taomas, Marlborough, Wilts Nov 80 Dixon, Pewsey 


Suits, Caances, Shefficld Dee4 Watson & Co, Sheffield 


Tay.on, Mrs Many, Highbury Dec3 Merriman & Co, Kitig’s Bench walk 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaseite,—Faipay, Nov. 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Autry, Tom, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 


Bats, omy Brook, ~ sonatas Glam, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet Nové6 Ord Nov 6 

Bacay, HY, Sydenham High Court Pet Sept 20 Ord 
Oct 1 


Bower Sissies Soamemn, Cornwall, Farmer Truro 
Novs Ord N 


Bensuexres, JosEPa Winssan, Gutnd st, Tailor High | 
Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 9 
Biscmua®, James Henry, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet 
Novs Ord Nov8 
ay 5 Joux, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Now? 
9 


ay ~< pn Seiby, Potato Dealer York Pet Nov9 
Ord 


Cant, Jouy, Birmingham, Cattle Dealer Leicester Pet 
Novs Ord Novs 

Caaaues, J —, Aldersgate st, Fancy Goods Dealer High 
Court Pet Oct2 Ord Nov 8 

CiaBK = Sranyvey, Great am, Essex, Butcher 
Colchester Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Cooxs, Roszrt, Plymouth, Dairyman Plymouth Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Coorss, Ricuanro, Croydon, Solicitor Croydon Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 

Croox, Hexry Cuarues, Great Clacton, Essex Colchester 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Garcory, Gzorce Wituam, Ashbourne, Derbys, Grocer 
Burton on Trent Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

Houvanp, Witi1am Henay, Leicester Leicester Pet Oct 
2% Ord Nov8s 

—_ oy Liversedge, York Dewsbury Pet 

lov 9 
<4 peueens, "Dover, ome Propristress Canter- 
et Oct 20 Ord Nové 
Sane werntiale, Glam. Colliery Fireman 
ridd PetNov9 Ord Nov 9 

Laver, Jonn Arxins, Southend, Farmer Chelmsford 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 5 

McCary, Josern Frepenick, St John’s Wood, Fishmonger 
High Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Maztix, Josern Hexperson, Leicester, Surgeon Leicester 

Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Masox, Ronert Farrer, ‘Miltora Haven, Solicitor 
broke Dock Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 10 

Mayorr, Faepericxk Jeans, Bournemouth, Provision 
Factor Poole PetNov9 Ord Nov9 

Sooen, Witui14m, Mountain Ash, Glam, Fruiterer Aber- 


a 
Pont 


Pem- 


Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Newmuay, Woo.r, Manchester, Picture Dealer Manches- 
ter Nov8 Ord Nov8 
pe, Wnssan, Bradford, Carrier Bradford Pet Nov 10 


Racoetr, Gzorce Wituiam, Landport, Grocer Ports- 
mouth PetNové Ord Nov 

se Gneees Sunderland, Commission Agent 
Sunderland ov8 Ord Nov8s 

Saxpersor, Henne, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Nov? 


Ord Nov 
ag bd Darli . Draper’s Porter Stockton on 
Pet Nov8 Novs 

— Fraycis Spoote, © a on the ay Glos, 
Printer Cheltenham Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 

Smra, Cartstorpaer, Malvern Link, lh Boot 

. ange yan Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 - 

waxn, Ann, Nottingham, Greengrocer Nottingham Pet 

Oct 26 Ord Novs 

Tuacxer, Witt1am, Leicester, Shoe Mercer’s Foreman 
Leicester Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 

Taonye, Bh AR 4 Kent, Butchers Tun- 

inset Jouve, Saaeee vere. Hal Baker Kingston 
ALKER, JOSEPH, upon Hu 

¥ a a. Nov 8 — ty oo 
ALSH, JOHN cm, vi ~~ Promoter 
Liverpool Pet June 17 Ord Au ins 

Wareanovuse, James Witit4m, tree nr Manchester, 
Baker Man Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 

Wrenstartey, Hexay, Newport, I W, Li 

ictualler Newport Pet Nov 10 Onl Nov 10 
wre, Tease, Lasts, Wholesale Clothier Leeds Pet Nov 
ov 9 


Amended notice substituted for os ae in the 
London Gazette o 

Serzy, ws Wituau ce te Kent, 

Farmer Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aury, Tou, Leicester Nov 19at 3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge 
Banciay, 7 J, Gpteniem Nov 19 at 12 Bankruptcy 
rey st 

Baremax, Samvuet, Amroth, Pembroke, Grocer Nov 20 at 

at12.30 Off 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


Bawoex, Winu1am borne, Cornwall, Farmer Nov 20 
at10 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Bizwerr & Sox, Plymouth, Stock Brokers Nov 23 at 11 
10, <P ter, Plymouth = 
KMAN, JAMES — ove Novi9 at 12 Off Rec, 
Pavilion bid; ldgs, B: ton : 


ett, Revpen Jony, 
Nov 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, 





ltrincham, Chester, Grocer 
yrom st, Manchester 
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Esruzn, Coggeshall, Essex Deci8 Beaumont & Son, Coggeshall 

Vite, Cuances Every, Hatch, Beauchamp, Somerset, Innkeeper Dec 8 Goode, North 
my Dec 24 Hardwick, Brighton 

Youxa, Ricmarp, Matlock Moor, Derby Decl Potter, Matlock Bridge 








Uswr, 
Co, Gt Winchester st 


Zwox, Hewat, Notting Hill 








Boutmes, Waseem, gy BA —~\, ~ tena” Nov 23 at 
12.30 

Cart, Sous 6 heel aonttle oo ncaler Nov 19 at 
12 Off Reo, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

CHaRues, 1 Boake aiet Fancy Goods Dealer Nov 
19 at 2.30 Carey st 

Curvertox, AtperT ‘TON, I of W, Cycle 
ont Nov 19 at 12 Chamber Commerce, 145, 

Cooke, Rosert, Pl th, Dairyman Nov 23 at 10.30 

thenseum , Plymouth 


10, A’ 
Conrrnwarre, Ropeer, Westmrid, Formee e Ber 
Grosvenor Stramongate. 

Oommeas —X Eastwood, Notts, a. Mor 19 at 11 

» 40, 's gate, Derb 
Crackston, Tuomas Eoaar, Bredbury, nr Stockport, 
” Nov 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, 


Market vassmnnert 
ae i ay a Hist ry General Dealer Nov 19 
Ganvyer, Raed ——— gy on Tyne, speek 

Dealer Nov ns at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 


castle on Tyn 

Garay, Mass. ‘assas, Blackpool Nov 19 at 2.30 
Albion Hotel, Promenade, 1 

Haioun, J W, Bradford, Wool — Nov 22 at 11 Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Hustvier, Bexsamin, Morley, Y¥ York, Cloth Finisher Nov 19 
at3 Off Rec, Bank oer onte 

eee Jamrs, Needwood 


Law, ie oe eaae Wale 


MoCaxx, doseen Paxbunion, Bd St John’s Wood,  cmetaead 
Nov 19 at 2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

MircHe tt, nl Swine, and Witiiam Herserr 
Mrroue.t, Halifax, Bakers Nov 20 at 11 Off Rec, 


ax 
Nascu, Istpor, Whitechapel rd, Engineer Nov 19 at 12 
Bankruptcy b 


st 
Rev =e Cuarwes, St Leonards - 
Ropests, ae ov22ati2 Of 
Newcastle on 
Suirn, Cuaristoruee, 


Date Nov 19 at 


-;, Nov 22 


Parker, Groner, urn, York, Rural Postman Nov 29 
at 11.30 Court House, Northallerton 
Tobacconist Nov 
23 at 2.30 Young & Bon, 
Lag — on Tyne 
Srupsoy, java ithenhesd, Confectioner Nov 24 at 12 
or Ree, 35, Victoria Liverpool | 
ae Worcester, Boot 
Maker Nov 20 at 11.30 On _ 35, Copenhagen st, 
8 s 8 George’ the East, 
MITH, Sam 's in the 
Baker *. 19 _ 4 rrp bldgs, Carey st 
Geant Joun, Buxted, Sussex Nov 19 at 3.30 17, High 


Stavexs Joux, Sheffield, Grocer Nov 22 at 2 Off Ree, 
ree lane, Sheffiel 


Srorey, James, Staveley, bey Builder Nov 20 
at 11.45 Gussvensel Kendal 


Tarnam, 8 oo, Se <a ed | we 
Wy bldgs, Carey s 
Taacker, Wit.iam, hoe Mercer’s Foreman 
Nov 19 at 12.30 Off Leicester 


st, 
Taomas Tariin & Co, St Paul's yard Nov 24 at 12 
Bankruptcy bi: 


Warernovse, James Witt Urmston, nr Manchester, 
Baker Novi19 at3 Off Byrom st, Manchester 
Saddler Nov 20 at 11 


hele 2 James Georce, Pem 
usic Beosher Nov 19 


der Nov 19 at 


Reo, 4, 
Waicat, Wixiiam, Ni M 
at12 Off Rec, St 's Church 


Wruwe, Joux, N —— 
12 Bankruptcy b Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Amey, Tom, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 
Bawpey, Nd = Camborne, Cornwall, Farmer Truro 
Pet Nov 8 Nov 8 


ee _ Hexry, Hove Brighton Pet Nov 4 
‘ov 

Brakeriz Cuantes, Charing, Kent Maidstone Pet 

Nov 6. Ord Nov s : 

Dusen Joux, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Nov 9 
‘ov 

oe » Selby, Potato Dealer York Pet Nov 9 

unws, ALFRED Pn ee Bolton, Tailor Bolton Pet 











| re Ot 12 Ord Ni 
Cart, Jouy, Sesto Leicester, Cattle Dealer “eicester 
Pet Nové Ord Novs 





me ay mp Surrey, Farmer Oroydon 
Nov 
Crapp, Cuantes, Penge, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
Cc Ove § Ged Sor s Gt saci Ess2x, Butcher 
LaRK, Omartes Sraxvey, 2: ui 
Colchester Pet Nov9 " Novo ” 2s 
Cooxr, Rosert, Plymouth, Dairyman Piymouth Pet 
Novs Ord Nov9 
Cocsdn, Sragenes, Seagnen, Solicitor Croydon Pet Nov 
‘ov I 
Croox, Henny Cuanrtes, Gt Clacton, Essex Colchester 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 





| East, Feaanx, Bedford Bedford -Pet July $1 Ord Nov 10 
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Dec6 Brash & Co, Queen Victoria st 


Fox, Sera, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manufacturer Bristol 
pet Oct Oct 22 Ord Nov 6 


Gaecory, Grorcs Witt 
Treat 


Hr Wi a Eow 4 Bor 81 Ord Hor High Court 
Li TLLIAM ABD, icin 
Pet Nov 5 — Nov 8 


Breen on ag Joiner Liverpool Pct 
ov 
Law Ly weg Petey. Yorks, General Draper Bradford 


Le Bet Oot - Park ide, Hyde Fork Desnee, Water 
WI ‘ALT! 
~ dig Court rd Nov9 


any, Josera Faeperice, Bt John's Wood, Fishmong«r 
Court Pet Ord Nov 9 


Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 
th, Provision 
ty }. hy Aberdare 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Poe Witttram, Bradford, Carrier Bradford Pet Nov 10 
mouth Pot Now Ord 
haa Farmer Pembroke 
Ruruerroro, Gores, Sanders un! 
Sunderland 
Seoce soi Darl peaget's Paster Stockton on 
Tees Pet Nov 8 Bed tow 
Sermuax, Faaxcis Groner, Bourton on the Water, Glos, 
Cheltenham Pet 
Nov 6 Ord Nov 
Pet Sspt 27 Ord Nové 
Farmer Hereford Pet Oct 15 
pon Hull 
wie. OntNert Het ov 8 Searborough Leeds Pet Sept 
WItxtxsox, icon 
Hexry, N I of W, Licensed 
yde Pet Nov 10 Ord 


Novs 
Maarix, ws ~ 5) ~The Loioeater, Surz20n Leicester 
Mayozr, Faeperice em Bournemou' 
Factor Poo’e Pet Now's" Ord Nov 9 
Mituer, Eanest Georoe Verract, uel so Outside 
broker Court Pet O Ord Nov 8 
Moors, ant 
Oapex, Wicctan Surourrs, 8t Leonardison Sea = Cardiff 
Pet Jul Nov 8 
Newmay. _ bi , Picture Dealer Manchester 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Ord Nov 16 
Racestt, Georce Wivitan, mantoest, Grocer Ports- 
ov 
Ricsa ‘Jour, 
Dock’ Pet Ost 19 Ord Nov 
Commission Agent 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
—-\ —— Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Nov 9 
Sauna Groner Witttau Sees an, Ighth un, K-nt, Farmer 
Wells Pet Oct 23 U.d Nov9 
et Oct 25 Ord Nov 9 
com, Cusistoruer, Malvern ~. Wores, Bootmaker 
orcester Pet 
Suyvexe, Bexsamix, Notting Hill High Court Pet Aug li 
Ord Nov 6 
Tatrersriztp, Georcs Hewry, Mirfield, York, Blanket 
T Ww Leicester, Shoe rs F 
HAOK 's Foreman 
Lelceater Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 
Truspse, eee Wits Air ge Senet, Mon, 
i ag , Bitton, Glos, Farmer Bristol Pet Nov 3 
Waxes, Josern Hall, Baker Kingston 
span dull" haters "ond ors we 
er m3 “ya Secon, eateten, Baker Man- 
0, Ged Hors York, Coal 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Hor Re 
Newport and 
Nov 10 
Yorsgs, Isaac, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier Leeds Pet Nov 
9 Ord Nov 9 


WrwnsTanter, 
Victualler 


ra ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
EMPSTED, Selb; Anerley, 
Adjud May 14, ‘annul June 30 


London Gasetie.—Turspay, Nov. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
daman, Es Thornton, nr Bradford, Grocer Pet Nov 
Bares, Cuara Lerrria, and Wittiam Corriix, Leicester 
Leicester Pet Novi0 Ord Nov 10 


Croydon 





Bittixetow, Giozow Moruey, Earthen- 
ware Manufacturer Hanle Pet Oct 26 Nov 10 
Carts, Bonees Tom. ri0 On : Butcher 
Windsor Nov 10 Nov 10 
Ousere, & J EI aL Chelmsford Pet 
Ord Nov 10 
Davee Waa Stationer Bir- 
Espensoy, at g LG Fakenker, Norfolk, Grocer 
, Wiis 
Norwich Pet Nov 12 rd Mov 18 
Faneaty, Farperice Builder Bir- 
fen Pet Nov 10 “Ord Now Righ Couit 
porte et One - Gt Eastern st High Court 
‘RANKLIN 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 12. 
Foon, 20am Druggist Leeds Pet Nov 10 
Gops James Netsox, Cheltenham Warwick Pet Nov 


Oct 1 
Gasexwoop, Watrze, and Reveex Wuces, Ripom, x y 
Merchants Oldham Pet Oct il Ord Oct 
Gwe Hor 10" 
10 _ Ord Nov 
Haxsoy, Joux, fA al Greengrocer Dewsbury Pet 
Novil Ord Nov ii 
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— ~s Witiiam, eaten, Bread Baker Preston Pet 
‘ovi2 Ord Novi s 
ulna Witt . taite, Warwicks Bir- 
mingham Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov! 
Jaconivs, Marcus, ar tome Tobeosonist Cardiff Pet 
Novill Ord Novi 
Ww ; by James & Co, Der onshire st High Court Pet Oct 
Ord Nov 12 
aw. Foaarp, Tillington, Sussex Pet Nov 11 
Ord Nov 11 
Matuer, James Kexxxtra, Cambridge, Student Cam- 
e Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 13 
Mavp, Grorcr, Beest-n Hill, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 
Farrock, Josern, Quarry Bank, nr Brierley Hill, Stafford, 
Forge Carpenter ftourbridge Pet Nov 8 O 


Brighton 


Nov8 
Partixetox, Tuomas, Oldham, Bobbin Manufacturer 
Oldham Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Perens, Jaurs, Shoreditch, Tailor High Court Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 
Rosstuyx, Eart of. The Portland Club, St. James’s square 
High Court Pet Novii Ord Nov 11 
Royis, Arraur Wittiam, Gatasbesangh, General Dealer 
Lincoln Pet Novi1i Ord Nov il 
Rupo tr, So.omox, Istingtoe, Provision Dealer High Court 
Oct 22 Ord Nov 1 
Saynpersox, W, Willesden  — High Court Pet Oct 9 
Ord Nov 11 
Simons, Antuur Josern, Leicester, Beer Agent Leicester 
Novi2 Ord Noy 12 
Bian, Jony, ——— Cornwall, Farmer Plymouth Pet 
Novll Ord Novi 
Surrn, Moses Jonx, Margate, Grocer Canterbury Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 
Squires, Wituiam A jun, Leagrave, Battest, Wheel- 
ht Luton Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 1 
Tennicx, Evwarp, Darlington, erg Stockton on 
Tees Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Tengen, Asones, Brighouse, Yorks, Qnemanie Traveller 
lax Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 1 
——— 7 Nottingham Nottingham Pet Nov 2 
‘ov 12 


Amended notice substituted for that peta in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 5 


Bowert, Revaex Joux, tein, eune Manchester 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 


FI =e MEETINGS. 


satan, S Wituiam, Tunbridge Wells, Baker Nov 24 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London B: Bridge 
Bares, CLARA — and Wiiuram Currtis, Leicester 
Nov 23 at ff Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
— on Joona Wit. 1am, Oxford st, Tailor Nov 23 
at 12 ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bett, Gace a ee. Durham, Musical 
ment Dealer Nov 24 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesborough 
Buoop, Grorcs, Birmingham, Carpenter Nov 26 at 11 
more row, Birmingham 
Buwxkatt, Jouw, Accrington, Lancs Nov 23at 2.20 Com- 
mercial Hotel, Church st, Acerington 
Crank, Heaton Avpry, , Dudley, Wores, Paper Bag Maker 
Nov 25 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, ley 
Cocurayg, Ropert Brows, Tiverton, von, Coal Mer- 
chant Nov 25 at 10.30 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, 


Corz, Wit1t1am, Cwmbran, Greengrocer Nov 24 at 12 Off 
Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Dean, Groncz Epwarp, Wyke Regis, jr Builder 
ad 28 at 12.20 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, 


mam, Goole, Yorks Nov 23at11.30 Off 
d ter, Wakefield 
Expgrsoy, Wiis Joux, Fakenham, penteth Grocer 
Nov 24 at 10.30 Off Rec, 8, King at, Norwic' 
Fairn, —— Lombard ct, Accountant Nov a at 2.30 
uptey bidgs, Carey st 
Girt, Estuer Diawa, Oldbury, Worcesters Nov 24 at 11.5 
Count: Court, West Bromwich 
> Derby, a Nov 23 at11 Off Ree, 40, 
r’ 
ALTER, a wy pen Witson, Oldham, Hay 
Nov 24 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Queen st, Oldba m 
one, | oil Or ea stom, srg Grocer 
ov 40, Mary’s 
Haatizgy, Wititam, Preston, Bread Ba Baker” Nov 94 at 11 
4, Chapel st, 


Preston 
Fouvayp, Wituram Hexry, we Pa: Manu- 
+ factarer Nov 23 at 12 rs. Lie 


Hoxyer, = Witsiam, Pontefract, Yorks, Jeweller 
Nov 23at 11 Off Rec, 6. Bond ter, Wakefield 
Hi imson, Francis, Southport, Joiner Nov24 at3 Off 
95, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Ta aoe Treen, vonshire st Nov 23 at il 
t 


Carey s'! 
a Grorce, Joiner Nov M%ati2 Off Ree, 31, 
Swansea 
Marri, Josern Hexpenson, Leicester, Surgeon Nov 23 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Mavorn, Frrpenick ‘Jeans, Bournemou th, Provision 
nwa st, Selisbary at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, End- 


Menon, Wasa Herry, R ate, Smackowner Nov 
Ree, 73, Castle st, terbu: 
— Josern, Quarry Bank, nr Brierley Hill, Stafford, 


ter Nov 25 at 2.10 R Skelding, 


Auctioneer, Bish rettecl. Content 
Pick, Wuuiam, B ov M%atil Off Rec, 
row, Bradford 
Racoerr, Groner Winx, igntemt, Grocer Nov 23 at 
8 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 


Dixowatt, 


Gopxry, 


Gnezxwood, Wl 


Rooszrs, Cotiixs, &.Co, Crooked lane, Tea Dealers Nov 
at 2.30 st 


25 
= 57 id, Sussex, Farmer Nov 24 at 3.15 


Davip, Ma 
65, st, Tunbridge Wells 








Rouwscmay, Joux Furtay, Gt James 
Nov 26 at 12 


ow 
Russett, F A, Nov 24 at 11. 


Baalraplay bldg, Gare Garey a 
ndon —— 

STANWAY, Tuomas, Birmingham, Draper Nov 25 at il 
23, Colmore row, Birmi 

Tuorvxe, A A, and 8 Taorne, Brasted, Kent, Butchers Nov 

93 at 11.39 24, Hallway °pp. London Bri 

Turser, Acpert, Brighouse. —— a Nov 
26 at 11 Off Rec, Townhall 

Tuner, ALBERT Eowarp, 7 Grinder Nov 26 at 1 
Exebange pan Nicholas st, Burnley 

Vow Bas) a ayy Suffolk” Nov 25 at 11 

wine Anweon pres “Buruley, Insurance nce Agent Nov 
26at 1380 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Wuire, Cuantes Epwarp, Handsworth. Buafts Groc>r 
Nov 23 at11 23, Colmore row, Birmin, 

Yates, Cuaries Movioixo, New Crofton. orks, Butcher 
Nov 23 at 230 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avasonr, Henry + nce Pentonville rd Edmonton Pet 
Oct1 Ord Novil 

Ausuer, Atsert, Thornton, nr Bradford, Grocer Brad- 
ford Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Bartss, Ren Letitia, and Wiiiiam Curriiy, Leicester 
Leicester Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Canter, Henpert Tuomas. Bracknell, Berks, Butcher 
Windsor PetNov10 Ord Nov 10 

Cocurane, Rossrt Brows, Tiverton, Devon, Coal Mer- 
chant Exeter Pet Oct'12 Ord Nov 11 

Crovcnu, Curistoruer, Billiter st, ad Dock Owner High 
Court Pet Aug 27 Ord Novi 

Davies, Wriiiam, irmin; , Wholesale Stationer 
Birmingham Pet Novil Ord Noy 11 

Essersox, Wittiam Jou, F » Norfolk, Grocer 
sores Pet ot 12 —; Nov 1 A . a 

Ex.usorr, Wituram Heyry, oking, urrey, Tobaccon: 
Guildford Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 11 

Fanerty, Freperick eS Birmingham, Builder 
Birmingham Pet Nov10 Ord Novit 

Fvawiss, James, Gildersome, York, Druggist Leeds Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Gopsatr, James Netsox, Cheltenham Warwick Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 13 

Greenwoop, Water, and Revsew Witsoy, Oldham, 
Hay Merchants Oldham Pet Oct8 Ord Nov 12 

Gercory, Taomas Krier, Hastings, Schoolmaster Hast- 
ings Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov13 

Gwvwve, Jouy, Lianfihangel Cilfargen, Farmer Carmar- 
then PetNov10 Ord Nov10 

Hamar, Henny Bryawx, Peterchurch, Hereford, Farmer 
Hereford Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 12 

Harrtiey, Wituram, Preston, Bread ew Preston Pet 
Nov 12 Ord Nov 13 

Hurcuinsoy, Lyora, Liversedge, York Dewsbury Pet 
Nov 9 Ord Nov 12 

Jaues, Eowarp ees Devonshire st High Court Pet 
Oct 15 Ord Nov1 

Jenxixe, Tuomas, + o-, Colliery Fireman 
Pontypridd Pet Nov 8 one lov 1 

Kent, Joux, Wed 7; ch Walsall Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 11 

Kixe, ee Tillington, Sussex Brighton Pet Nov 10 
Ord Nov 11 

Kiexnam™, Fareperick Joux, Waterloo, Lanes, 
Liverpool Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 12 

Lzaver, Taomas Brep, urch st, Printer High 
Couit Pet 20 

Tomas 

uurt Pet Novi Ord Nov 13 

— Perer, Brighton Brighton Pet Oct 29 Ord 

ov 1 

Saae, See, Beeston Hill, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 13 
Or 13 

Parrock, Josern, Quarry Bank, or Brierley Hill, Stafford, 
Forge Carpenter Stourbridge Pet Nov8s ord Nov 8 

Partineror, Tuomas, Oldham, Bobbin Manufacturer Old- 
ham Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Ropixson, Atrrep, and Exiza Heatry, Manchester, 
a Dealers Manchester Pet Oct 1 and Oct 15 Ord 

ovil 


Rovue, Arraus WILLIAM, Coteemenghn, General Dealer 
Lincoln Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

Sampsoy, Lewis, Hanley, Staffs, Baker Hanley Pet Oct 
14 Ord Nov 12 : 

Suremay, Joserpn Enwest, Leicester, Butcher Leicester 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 12 : 

Srmons, Anraur Josern, Leicester Beer Agent Leicester 
Pet Novi1l Ord Nov 12 

Simpson, Frances, Birkenhead, Confectioner Liverpool 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 12 

Surrn, Wiii1am Groras, Both, Kent, Grocer 
Rochester Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 1 

om, Jou, Buxted, Sussex on Pet Oct 15 Ord 

‘ov 10 


Tensicx, Eowarp, Darli: m, Shearman Stockton on 
Tees Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 12 

at A os 8 so oe Brasted, eo Ss, Butchers Tun- 

15 

Tenn A huss, ei Pn» Traveller Hali- 
fax Pet Ni Ord Nov 12 12 

Wuirs, ee Wiss Queen Victoria st, Printer High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 10 


Amended notice substituted for that paiiteet, in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 5 


Bowerrt, Revsew Jouy, Altrincham, une 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of ~_ i 


Wrwrwnstraniey, Henny, Newport, I W, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Newport Pet Nov 10 ont Nov 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Passtox, Wittiam, Edgware, 
tualler 


29, 1897 








Grocer 


Lucas, ILLIAM, 
Cor 


Manchester 


Vic- 





Middlesex, Licensed 
St Albans Adjud Nov 19, 1895 Annul Oct 


~~ letters intended for publication 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuri 
Journal with regularity, it is requested 
application bs made direct to the Pub 





ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.LM 
MS A., Patent Agent i of H.M. Patent ¢ 
36, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. Letters 
Sained and Registration ettected in all _ 
World. Oppositions conducted. Opini 
as to novelty. 


PLEASURE ORV ORUISE to the Wi 





The ORIENT COMPANY wi will despatch their teal 
“GARONNE,” 3,901 tons register, 3,000-horse 


On the 8th Jasvary, fora j 
TWO MONTHS’ CRUISE, , 


Visiting Texenirre, Barsapos, Tarxipap, Grewap. 
Tinique, St. Lucia, Santa Cruz, Jamaica, Bui 
DEIRA, 
Arriving back in London 10th March. 
Winter afloat in the West Indies is most like a. 


summer, and at such a time—when yachts ds 
launches are laid up at home—the trip should be 


Managers: -Gooen BO Anderson, Anderson, & 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. S 


For passage apply to the latter firm at 
avenue, London, H.C.; or to the West-End 
16, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


LONDON GAZETTE blished . authority] 
LONDON and RY VERTISEM 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY j 
STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement _ 
begs to direct the attention of the 

RE A 

ears, in 

&c., pe hereby solicits their 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices 

solutions of Partnership, ne 

Official stamps for advertisemen 

Gazette” kept. By appointment. 

TREATMENT OF OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYM PLE HOMI 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 


R. WEISH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical § 








TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of D 


HIGH SHOT HOUS 


8ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. T 
to 4 Guineas. 


Apply to Medical Superintenden a 
F. RBouueey B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.B.0.8. 





INEBRIETY. 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTE 


PRIVATE HOME VOR LADIES. | 


Medical Attendant : CHAS. a3 BOND, F.B.C8. 
Biya Lond. . RILEY, Assi 
rity nye For terms and 


7 Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


M. W. EDGLEY, 40 & 4, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Eégley, 40 & 41, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, 








AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, 
INSBURANOB ot rF 

8 LAW COURTS BRANCH: 

40, CHANCERY Lane 
A. W. ovum District — 
SUM INSUBED IN i896, £388,¢ 


Ln ae eat 


AERTS | 








